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PREFACE 


THE following pages consist merely of adversarva or 
detached remarks on a number of passages in various 
works that pass under the name of Aristotle. Although 
on occasion I may use that name, it is of course not to 
be assumed that I take them all as really his or that I 
consider them all to stand to him in the same relation. 
But it has been no part of my plan to discuss here 
questions of date and authorship. 

For leave to republish the notes on the Rhetoric, 


which appeared in vol]. xxxiil. (1914) of the Journal 


_ of Philology, I am indebted to the editors and pub- 


lishers of that journal. The greater part of my book 
was already in print when the translation of the Magna 
Moralia by Mr. Stock and of the Hudemian Ethics 
by Mr. Solomon was published, so that I have unluckily 
been unable to make any use of their work, and I do 
not know whether they have anticipated me on any 


points. 


vii 


Viil PREFACE 


I must express, as usual, my indebtedness to 
Messrs. Clay and their reader for the assistance they 
have given me. 

Had his death not intervened, I should have greatly 
valued the critical judgment of Professor Bywater, a 
very skilled, if perhaps rather over-cautious, Aristo- 
telian scholar. The study of Aristotle in Oxford owes 
a great deal to him, and I have ventured to connect 
my book, however slightly and remotely, with his 


memory. 


Oxrorp, May, 1915. 
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ARISTOTELICA 


I 
THE NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 


Boox I 


1096a 6 There is no real difficulty or doubt about 6 
de XpnHaTLoTIS Bias tis éorw. XPNMaTLET HS (Bios) is like 
Bios poveryns in 10976 9 ; idurys Bios 1 in Plato Rep. 578.0; 
adyrns Bios Herod. 3. 52 3 OTpaTUbTNS Bios [Lucian] 38. 3 


~. gXohaoris Bios Plut. Cic. 3; 3 paxapiryns Bios Ar. Plut. 555 ; 
yowrys, oixérns, tAavyrys Bios in Euripides ; and countless 


other cases of words in -rys used adjectivally with various 
substantives (6 Opavirns ews, SAitys oTpaTds, Kives GypEvTat, 
aporns Bods, rérns Avxvos) that might be quoted, chiefly no 
doubt but by no means exclusively from the poets. Bias 
is amply supported by “er tpody and Biaor mover in the 
Politics. 


1097a 24 peraBaivwy . . . weiparéov seems, as Bywater 
suggests, to be completely out of place here. peraBaivw 


certainly means change of some kind, whereas the argu- 


ment has only been briefly repeated, not changed. Perhaps 
a further small proof that the words should be removed is 
the d¢ following (éei 8¢), which would be yap, if they were 
right. 


1098a 4 Here on the other hand the xai following 
(Sirras 8€ Kai tavrns) gives strong support to the genuine- 
ness of the words rovrov 8€ TO wey K.T.A. Cf. 1103a 2 durrdv 
€orat Kal td Adyov éxov. There is no real difficulty in ravrys 
referring back to zpaxtixy tis. 
B 
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“abi 9) Saarep hiére, is for wstance, a sense not recognised 
in Bonitz’ Index, but: “qvite common in the Poetics, e.g. 16. 
14546 32 and 1455a 2. Here xiOapiorys is an instance 
of dd: dd¢ is not compared to xOapioryjs. In 2. 7. 1108a 
34 ds seems similarly used, though the words are probably 
not quite complete: and domep again in 7. 5, 1148d 25, 
So xaamep Probl. 27. 2. ’ 


1099a 1 dzoredetvy <év>umdpxovoay, like 10. 4. 11746 32 


< cg > , 2 
ws 7) eis evuTrapxovca. 


10996 5 ei tw wdykaxor raides ciev 7 iro, 7 ayabol 


ovTes TeOVacw. 


teOvaiev ? or less probably eiaiv for lev 1 Aristotle is of 
course irregular, but the irregularity in this case is very 
marked, and the uncommon “form teOvateyv might lead to 
an error. 


7b. 20 So here rodro for otrw seems not unlikely, and ro 
points to it. 


1100a 19 Certainly in spite of the Paraphrast pu) aicGa- 
vonevw b€ is not to be cut off from 76 Zévr and joined with 
TO TéOvedrt. But perhaps before yy we should insert peév 
(which in that place would easily be lost) reading 7é févru 
pev, py aicbavonevw dé. In 11026 14 I have sometimes 
thought we ought to read tov <pev> Adyov. 


110la 34 <éri> padrdov 8 ious ! 


padAov dé without és naturally means or rather, which 
is not the sense wanted. paAdov 8 tows 7dd¢ Set dropeio bat 
or duaropetobar is not a good conjecture, for det azopetabat, 
if ever suitable, is as little so here as or rather. 


Boox II 


1103a 23 ddAws in Tov GAAWSs TeduKdTwv should certainly 
not be omitted. aeduxdrwy is not the same as dice: ovTwr. 
If any change were to be made, I would sooner read in 20 
oifev yap tov dice dvrwy <dAws> GddAws €Hierat, but 
none is called for. 
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1104a 20 ravra devywv [Kal] poBovpevos ? 
So Cobet proposed very plausibly tropévwv 7a dewa [Kai] 


xaipwv in 11046 7. We should rather expect doBovpevos 
kai hevywv, if kai were right. © 


11046 32 Should not zepi tatra pev wavra be wepi ravra 
pev tatra? ‘The emphasis is on wdvra, as pddirta Sé epi 
tiv Hoovyy shows. 


1105a 25 Omit the article 76. So in 11100 15 I think 
we should read éo.xe 3% [75] Biasov etvar ob eEwhev 7 dpyy as 
in line 1. In 11195 22 it has been proposed to omit 7, 
and, judging from 1120b-27 and 31 and various other 
places, it would seem better to do so. 


11056 4 dep ‘being just the things which etc.’ This 
shows the importance of repeated évépyeu, and clzep 
(Bywater) for drep would spoil the point. 


ib. 11 ovdeis Gv odde peAAHoee yiverOar dyads. 


This idiomatic phrase is not sufficiently known. Cf. 
Thue. 5. 98 rods pev irapxovras . . . tovs dé pynde peAdrn- 
govras yeverOar: Ar. Peace 196 or otd& peddXes eyyis civat 
tov Oeav: Dem. 54.40 6... pd adv peddAnoas GAAG Kav 
ériotv za0av mporepov: [Plat.| Hp. 7.3260 cédpov Sé oid 
dv pedAAjoa more yeverOar: Plut. Fab. Maz. 9 and 
Anton. 25. 


1106a 6 dia rabra d€¢ So the Paraphrast. 


In line 8 ovr’ éxawovpeba ovre WeydpeOa is appended to 
what goes before with a very unusual asyndeton. Perhaps 
<xal> ovre, the caf having been lost in the last syllable of 
Kakol: OF <ovd > ovre, which would also easily go wrong. 
Bywater and Burnet have proposed to omit the four 
words. | 


ib. 19 There is nothing answering to the re in irzov Te 
omovoaiov mot Kal ayabov Spapeiv x.7.A. What precedes 
shows that we are not to think re misplaced, as though it 
ought to have followed orovdaiov. Rather the épyov which 
should have been specified with a xai seems to be loosely 
and irregularly given in kai dyaOov dpapety «.t.X. 
B 2 
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11066 2 Perhaps éora for éori, corresponding to zpoc- 
tage. The mistake is fairly common. So perhaps the 
Paraphrast. 


1107a 3 The editors seem satisfied, but I cannot help 
thinking that there is sbmething wrong with kal én To 
x.t.4. It cannot be given as a further reason, being only a 
somewhat cumbrously phrased restatement. Either the 
words have no business here, or there is something 
missing. 


2b. 18 dpowov otv rd (not 7d) agiodv ? We usually compare 
the thing of which we are speaking to another, not that 
other to it. Cf. on 1150a 6. 


11070 4 epi ndovas dé Kai Avras—od Tacas, Hrrov S& Kai 
wept Tas AVas—pecorys K.T-r. 


The cure for these awkward words is to omit kat Avras. 
Cf. 3. 10. 11176 25, 26. 


ab. 11 I had myself arrived at Professor Stewart’s gavrois 
for éavrais. 


ab, 24 as & eAeyomey Eyew mpds THV peyadompéereay TV 
éXevOepiornta, Tept pixpa dvadepovoav. 


Bywater after Ramsauer <rt@> epi puxpd, 1.€. elvar. 
Should we not write epi puxpa diadepew otoav? Among 
instances of two words made by error into one we may 
compare especially Plato Soph. 257 E &upBeBynxévor for 
Eup BeByxev eivac and Dion. Hal. de Thucyd. 852 édarrovrovs 
(one MS.) for éAdrrovs dvras. 


1109a 34 rod pécov TuxEtv dxpws yaderdv (eat). 


For dxpws I have before suggested dxpyBds, which seems 
more appropriate. Cf. for instance Hippocer. de vet. medic. 
12 yxadrerdv dé rowatrys dxpiBelas eovons wep THY TEXVAV 
Tvyxavew alel TOU dtpexeotdrov «.7.’. and 1b. 9 Epyov ovrw 
katapabety axpiBéws wore opikpa dpaptdvev. In Plato 
Theaet. 148 o the Bodleian MS. has dxpiBav for axpwv. 
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Boox III 


1110a 5 «i tépavvos rpoordrro: aioypdv Ti mpagat Kipios dv 
yovéwy Kal Téekvwv, kal mpdgavros pev owlowTo, pi) mpagavTos 
8 drroOvyjcKotev. 

The optatives cwfLowro, drofvycxotey are not quite parallel 
to the optative zpoordrra. The sense is not ‘if a tyrant 
ordered ... and they were spared,’ but ‘if a tyrant 
ordered . . . and on his complying they would be spared.’ 
We seem therefore to need av before or after owowrTo. 
But of what is certain in the future we could by an idiom 
say in direct form mpdgavros pev owlovrat (= owOyoovrat), 17 
mpagavros 8 dm oPvyoKovow, and it is just possible that the 
optatives- without dv represent this. 


1b. 26 via & tows ovk eorw dvayxacOjvar. 


For ovx éorw not meaning ‘it is impossible’ (for clearly 
it is not) but = ov det cf. Poetics 14. 1453b 23 rods 
mapeAnppevors pvovs Ave ovK Extw: Soph. O.T. 1409 ddr’ 
ov yap avdav éof & pnde Spav caddy: Il. 13. 114 jpéas y’ od 
mTws €ore peOremevar toAcuoto, 14. 212 ovbk« ear ovde oie Tedv 
éxos apvjcacba, 7b. 16. 60, Od. 2. 310, and other Homeric 
places: oik éor. and ovk éori tadta in tragedy (Aj. 470, 
Trach. 449, 709, Ant. 289, Alc. 539, &c.) and Plato Phil. 
60 5. So occasionally ody oldy re, e.g. Isocr. 6. 91. 


11106 15 See on 1105a 25. 


ab. 31 Odd as it seems, ignorance of ra ouudépovra must 
be the same as ignorance év 77 zpoaipéoes and ignorance of 
76 KkafdArov. Otherwise ra ouudépovra should not be 
mentioned at all, nor would yap (od yap x.7.A.) have any 
meaning. ra cvpdépovra are, I suppose, ‘ our true interests,’ 
‘our higher interests,’ etc., but the phrase is strange, . 
especially as, if any ignorance is dxovovov, ignorance of our 
own interests is of all kinds the most likely to be so. 


lllla 4 Along with ris, ri, and the rest, one would 
certainly expect to find riva or zpds tiva in some shape 
(76 abrov zpdcwrov Tod mpds dv Tis Tove 3 moved Heliodorus) 


6 NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 


and line 11 seems almost to demand it. éy ri is probably 
neuter, and ri alone can hardly cover the person. 

There is some difficulty too in 18 kvpuirara 8 elvan Soxe? 
év ols 7 mpagéis. One cannot well give év ois 7 mpagis a 
different sense from that it bears in lines 1, 16 and 24, 
and an obscure sense too. Should we read <o> (as in 8, 
and answering to ri in 4) kat ot évexa’? év ois is then to be 
joined with xvpudrara, its antecedent rév or éxeivwv being 
understood. 


1b 8 a be 4 > 4 + bad A / , 
ab. 0 O€ mparre. ayvonoeev av Tis, olov A€yovTés hacw 
EKTETELY AUTOUS. 


olov <oi> A€yovtés hacw éxreceiv airots seems possible, as 
a somewhat inexact way of putting ‘people say a thing 
éscaped them in speaking.’ But on the whole it is safer to 
acquiesce in olov A€yovtras ... avrovs. There is no 
authority for an accusative after éxrirrw, but éxrimrw in 
this sense is not cited as occuring at all elsewhere, though 
the Latin exczdo is so used. A closer parallel perhaps 
than é&€pxouar or éxBaivw with an accusative may be found 
in the occasional accusative after efictacOa1, éxorjvat. 


1112a 9 doxodor dé ody of adroit rpoaipetobai Te Gpirta Kal 
doéaeuw. 

Logic would require the addition of an dei, say after 
ot aitroi, for without it the statement is much too 
sweeping. So with rév airdév in 11185 12 on one view of 
the meaning and in 11526 30, 11536 29. Cf. e.g. Dem. 
37.6: Plat. Gorg. 482 a. 1116a 18 doxotor yap iropevew 
Tous Kwdvvous of moira. dua Ta ex TOV Vomwv émTipia K.T.A. 
would in like manner be the better for limitation by éviore 
or an equivalent. But we can hardly suppose an actual 
loss in all these cases. 


ab. 31 tév wpaxtav Kai éf Hpyiv 2 

Kal mpaxtov after és jpiv is superfluous, for ra ef qty 
must be zpaxra. 

tb. 33 vots kat wav To bv avOpwrov. 


What can dua mean here? Aristotle is evidently think- 
ing of any part or element of human nature, practically of 
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épeéts, Whereas 6: avOpdmov, like 6: atrév in the next line, 
should mean ‘through the agency of’ man. Is it an error 
due to 8v atrav 2 


11136 30 éav <atrds> aitios civar doxn, as in 24, 11l4a 


- 4, 11146 3? or did the airé make Aristotle omit autos 


Ros q 


11146 9 I incline to think that xaé in 10 before 76 
should be omitted. todro in 11 then resumes 76 péyiorov 

. a. It is very common, é.g. in Demosthenes, for 
some person or some thing to be first described in a 
number of words and then resumed by some part of the 
pronoun ovros: ‘the men who etc., they (otro:) did so and 
so.’ As the passage at present stands, we have as it were 
the awkward ‘A and the possessing A well by nature 
is true eidvia.’ 


ib 26 foll. The words appear to be a good deal out of 
order. First 67. peodryntés eiow Kal dtu éfes should surely 
be ore é€eis eiciv Kai ote pecotyntes. The species must not 
precede the genus. Secondly kal ovrws . . . mpooragy 
should then follow peoornres or at the very least caf atrds. 
It is quite out of place where it stands. It may also very 
well be right to put ody dpoiws . . . da TotTo Exovoror 
before xow7 pév ovv; but, if it is not, it will be a great 
improvement for kai dtu ép Hiv Kal éExovov immediately 
‘to precede it. It may be observed that Aspasius and the 
other commentators had the text of all this passage in our 
present order, 


1115a 8 ratra 8 éoriv . !. <ru> xaxd seems required by 
the sense. 


1117a 14 We should certainly have expected rdcxovor, 
not rowito., but rowto. may stand. Cf. Aristoph. Frogs 
584 of8' of8° dre Gupot Kal duxaiws aird Spas. 


ib. 20 4 may be only a dittograph of v. I agree with 
Stewart that Bywater’s jy is not much in place here. 


11176 5 Kat Avrnpov [Kai] ras 6 wovos ? 
1b. 26 8€ for yap? 


eae NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 


1118a 29 ob wav Xaipover Tovrous 7 ov <mohi> ol ye 
dxddacro! Better perhaps 7 od <zoAv> ye of dxddAacro 


11186 18 dvarArjpwors yap Tis evdeias 4} hvoin éribupca. 


Read dvarAnpwcews. Even if pleasure is called an 
dvatAjpwous, desire cannot be. Aspasius actually has 
gvoixyn ériOupia éoti THs dvatAnpwicews, though Anon. seems 
to have found dvarAyjpwors. Cf. p. 49 below. 


ab. 24 px ore for pi) ds? py ds Seems just the same as 
paAAov 7) ws of woAAol, and in 1119a 15, b 17 we have ére. 
Kat py os Sec would be better than 7 pi ds dei. 


Book IV 


1120a 31 obde Ajpperar 8y (not dé). otdé . . . by is fairly 
frequent : not so ovdé... dé. . 


1121la 18 didzep for oirep may be suggested: ‘and this 
is just the reason why’ etc. It is better in itseif and fits 
érel x.7.A. better. 


1122a@ 28 6 é&v peydXors ovrus. 


ovrws is unusual Greek. A participle (éywv 4 mparrov ) 
may have been lost, but perhaps we should read tovwiros, 
the more so as otros is really the reading with good 
authority. In their paraphrases Asp. and Anon. both use 
the phrase év puxpots To.ovros. 


1122b 12 év tovtows b€ TO péeya Tov peyadomrperods, olov 
péyeOos, wept tadru (or raita) THs éAevOepidtyntos ovons 
(Bywater : often written with no comma after péyefos). 

The chapter on peyadorpéreca, whether written by one 
hand or two, at one time or more than one, certainly 
fluctuates between two views. According to one (§ 3) the 
quality can only be shown év peydAors, in great things, on 
really great occasions. According to the other (§§ 17-19) . 
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it can be shown even about small things, involving then 
something proportionately péya, but still more something 
xaddv and zpezov (9-9, 12, etc.), though the peyadorperéc- 
tarov is év peydAw péya. Cf. Cook Wilson’s remarks in the 
Journal of Philology xxxii. 153 foll. 

There has been a good deal of doubt about the meaning 
of ofov wéyeOos, whether it has or has not been joined with the 
following words ; but it has usually been explained more or 
less on the first of the above theories, and év rovro.s made 
to refer to & det kai ds Set just preceding. év tovtos how- 
ever seems obscure and pointless on this view, otov péyeHos 
weak, especially if it stands alone, and kai a76 tis tons x.T.X. 
inconsistent with péyefos éXevbepidtytos (taken together), 
because ions means necessarily that there is no such 
‘greatness’ in that case. I would suggest then <ody> oiov 
péyeOos epi taira (probably) rijs eAevGepidrytos ovens, under- 
standing év rovros to refer to the xadcv and zpéror, in 
which the péya plays only a limited part. 6 peyadorperys 
‘éemvstypmove €ouxev (5) ; he is an artist in giving and spending ; 
and, though the amount is often of importance, the taste 
and fine effect with which the thing is done go for a good 
deal more. Observe that the excess in relation to peyadorpe- 
me. is Bavavoia, a very different thing from dowria, the 
corresponding excess in the case of éAevOepirys. Our words 
then mean ‘it is in these things that the greatness implied 
in the word peyaAompemys consists, and it is not only a sort 
of liberality, which we are to take as dealing with the 
same things, on a large scale.’ xai dad THs tons x.T.A. rUNS 
on naturally from évy rovros 76 péya, though most un- 
naturally from ofov péyeOos... THs éAevOepidtytos, and od 
yap 7 avty k.7.A. suits <oby > olor. 

But with the words a few lines below, also a good deal 
debated, cai éorw epyov aperi) weyadompéreta ev peyeGer(in which 
peyadorperea is sometimes comma-ed off) the other view 
of the importance of ordinary péyeGos seems to assert itself, 
and the excellence of an épyov is said to be peyadompérera 
(z.e. attention to 7d xadov and 76 zpémov) év peyeOa (in a 
large matter, on a great scale), just as in §17 we have 
peyaXomperéatarov pev TO ev peydrAw péya (2.€. TO ev peyéBet 
peyadomperés). In thus explaining épyouv dper) x.7.A. I 
think I am in agreement with Prof. Cook Wilson. 
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1123a 17 peyadorperas rovety . . . Kat éxov Kar agiav 
Tov Saravynpatos. 


Should it not be peyadorperés, parallel to éxov ! 


tb, 29 év puxp@ 76 Kaddv arode Kol Ott av Torn <mowjoe> 
pédAdov kal oxotav Tas av éhdxioroy, dvadwcat } 


11236 31 ovdanads +r av dppdlor peyarowixw evyewv 
TapaceioavTt ovd douKeiv. 

Without accepting the explanation of zapacetoavr: put 
forward in the Classical Review 24. 48 by Mr. MacInnes, 
I think he is right in dwelling on the difficulty of the 
aorist participle. That is not got over by Prof. Cook 
Wilson’s reference 7b. 25. 134 to Monro’s Homeric 
Grammar §77. Neither Cook Wilson nor Monro recog- 
nises explicitly that in Homer the aorist participles in 
question are not coupled with a verb in the present tense, 
but with aorists and perhaps sometimes imperfects. 1. 8. 
219 zomvicavte Jods étpivar “Axawovs is the only passage. 
there cited that might give rise to any doubt, for 
étpovat is not past in sense. But we may notice (1) that 
it is aorist, not present, and (2) that rourvicavrs may refer 
to action preceding words spoken (drpiva). Such cases 
as Soph. Aj. 207 keira OoAepd yewov voojoas are not to 
the point, for aorists like this express the entrance on a 
state, not on an action. Ajax has fallen ill and is now 
lying ill. About this there is no difficulty. Nor is there 
about Soph. Phil, 58-9, where ékAvrev is an action previous 
to wicis and éyOypas is a state of mind entered on before 
the actions of leaving and sailing. 

In the Aristotelian passage I do not see how zapacei- 
cavrt could be right, unless it expressed some action either 
previous altogether to that of devyev (here running away) 
or coincident only with the very beginning of it. But the 
obvious sense, to say nothing of the use of zapace(wy else- 
where (add Theophr. Fragm. 7. 13 6 @éwv tapacciwv [pds] 
Tas xeipas and Totv xeporv (xetpotv?) diacetwv in Ar. Lhet. 3. 16. 
14176 2), seems to require a present tense, describing a 
continued action of the arms in running. Possibly the o 
got repeated in the first instance by accident: rapaceiovtt, 
-CeloOVTL, -TELoaVTL. 
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1124a 29 The xai now standing before oi would be 
better at the beginning, xai tmepdrra dé. Cf. 1125a 12 
Kal kivnots dé. Indeed kai... 5€ is noticeably common in 
Book IV (Eucken). 


11246 15 806 cai ryv @érw od Aé€yew k.7.X. 


There is no construction for-the accusative and infinitive. 
This or something like it is often found in later Greek, 
but can it be justified in Aristotle, or should we add a 
pact? 


11276 12 6 pev ddEys } Tysjs (evexa) od Alav WexTds, ws 6 
ddalév: 6 88 dpyvpiov =. . daynuovéorepos. 

as 6 dAafwv is untranslateable. The words of the Para- 
phrast <i pev Sdéys 7 Tiysys, od Alay Wexrds 6 dAalwv, might 
perhaps be substituted with advantage. It would not be 
the only place in which 6 and «i have been confused, and 
ws might be a dittograph of -os in Wexrds. The Paraphrast 
goes on with 6 dé évexa dpyvpiov, and our 6 d€ need not be 
changed. That 6 might give rise to the other. 


7b. 26 I incline to think that zpoozo.ovtpevor was written 
by error for drapvovpevor. Both Aspasius and the Para- 
phrast use dzapvovpevo. here, though the former adds kai 
MPOTTOLOVLEVOL fL2) EXELV. 


1128a 22 rots pév and rots dé do not necessitate, but they 


certainly suggest, that in ido. 8 dv tis Kat ek Tov Kwpwdidv 


Tv Tadoav Kai Tov Kawav we should read kwpwddv. 
On the idiomatic use of kwyuwdoi, tpaywdoi see my Aristo- 
phanes and Others, p. 334 foll. 


Book V 
11294 8 7 for kai? ad’ js... Ta Sikava is Only ad’ js... 
cio OVer again. 
11306 20 rijs <dAns> Kaxias seems almost necessary. 


113la 18 9 8 tcov, <év>dvoiv? Cf. 15. ev would be 
easily lost after ov. 
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1b. 20 4 airh éorar icdrys, ols Kai év ols* ds yap éxeiva 
xe, TA €v ols, ovTw Kaxeiva Exe. ci yap py icol, ork toa 
€€ovcty. 

As ois are the persons and éy ois the shares which 
they receive, it cannot be right to say that xdxeiva, 7.¢. 
the ois, are in proportion to 7a év ofs: the proportion is the 
other way round. For ra év ois therefore we must read ra 
ois, unless we prefer to move the words and put them before 
or after the second éye. Also, as éorar precedes and 
efovow follows, that éyer should presumably be éa. For a 
similar reason ovppever in 1133a 12 should perhaps be 
TUL PEVEL. 

In 25 rodro looks like an error for raird, thought it may 
be right; and we should expect 7d Sixavov <td> €év Tats 
vopais. 


1132a 10 ddaipdv rod Képdovs. 

The whole xépdos is taken away. Read therefore 76 
xépdos. Whichever is the right reading in 1133a 9, 10— 
and there the genitive seems to me better, as Bywater 
cites no parallel for a sense of change in peradidovac— 
that passage shows how easily nominative and genitive get 
confused. 


ab. 29 should not ris pelZovos be rod petLovost He is 
speaking not of unequal lines but of unequal segments of a 
single line. So 76 pet{ov tyjpa in 26. 

A little below in 1132 6 5, 6 I doubt rod peyiorov. 
There, as here, we want rod peiLovos. 


11326 11 foll. The two last sections of this chapter 
(€X\yAvbe . . . Vorepov) can hardly be in their right place. 
They belong to that part of the chapter (§§ 5, 6) which 
touched on the use of the words fypia and xépdos. But 
they cannot be simply inserted there. 

As to the difficult words érav 5 pyre wAgov pyr’ EXarrov 
GAN aira dv airav yévyra, I am not satisfied with any of 
the explanations offered nor with Rassow’s aira <ra> 8&0 
aitav, what they had made for themselves, adopted by 
Bywater. Possibly we might read pyre wdéov pir eAarrov 
d\XG Tavrd, Of course not the same things, but the same 
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‘value,’ goods worth the same, as before; what he calls 
just below 76 icov mpérepov Kai torepov. Then 8’ adréy will 
refer to buying, selling, etc. But no doubt 76 tcov is a 
more exact expression for this than taira or rairo. 


ab. 21 Soxet dé tut Kal 76 avrumerovOds eivar drAGs Sikaov. 
Do we not want <ro> dhs (or dmdds 70) dixauov, just as 
we have 76 dixaov in the next line? The point is not that 
7d a. is just, but that it is, 2.e. constitutes, justice: that 
justice is or consists in it. 

In the sentence or sentences beginning with 76 é¢é 
avrirerovOds (23-31) the words kairo... yévorro occupy a 
most awkward position, and the ydp following has to ignore 
them altogether and refer to what stands earlier. Should 
they be placed after dvadeper woAv in 31? 

The line ef xe rdéOou x.7.. occurs with the incorrect ra 
in Seneca’s Ludus 14: with ra y’ in Anthol. Plan, 4. 251: 
with ra 7 in Julian Caes, 314 a. 


tb. 32 auvéxer TO Tovodrov Sikatov, TO avtTireremovOds KaT 
dvadoylav Kat wy Kat’ iodryra. 

TS rovodrov dixaov, referring backwards, should mean 76 
avrirerovOds simply, and the rest be added as an explanation 
or rather as a qualification. We seem to want 76 rovodrov 
Sixavov, TO dvtimerovOds, kat dvadoyiay dé (or Kata 8 dva- 
Aoyiav) kat wn Kat iodrynta. Cf. 11335 32 peodrns ris éorw, 
ov Tov avrov dé Tpdrov. 


1133a 14-16. These lines seem as hopelessly out of 
place here as at 113269. Even if all other difficulties 
were removed, it is not possible to treat mdcyev as mean- 
ing conswme or receive in exchange. Sddvar and AapBave, 
not roveiv and wacyxeww, are the two correlative commercial 
terms. The natural meaning is what Stewart has pointed 
out, but that has nothing to do with exchange of goods 
and services. Consequently the lines should be bracketed 
here as in Ch. 4. 


11336 1 «is oxjpa 8 dvadoyias ob Set dyew x.7.X. 


On the usually accepted explanation (Burnet does not 
adopt it) this means that a fair exchange will not take 
place unless a proper scheme of proportion as to the values 
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of the commodities (or services) is instituted. Identical 
amounts of two things must not be exchanged without 
consideration of their respective values. This is of course 
a perfectly reasonable proposition for Aristotle to lay down, 
but would he or anyone have laid it down in the words we 
find, ‘ you must not institute a scheme of proportion, when 
the exchange has already taken place: otherwise the one 
extreme will have both the advantages (or excesses)’? The 
undesirable result really follows, I take it, not from 
instituting a (proper) scheme after the exchange, but from 
never instituting such a scheme at all. If the two men 
first exchanged identical amounts and then duly rectified 
the proceeding by taking the true values into account, 
their method would be clumsy, but the final result would 
be right. This is enough to show that, ‘do not institute a 
scheme afterwards’ cannot be taken as equivalent to ‘ you 
must have a scheme.’ Whether it comes after or before 
does not matter so long as the final result is determined by 
it. 

Another doubt that presents itself is as to érav 2xwou TO. 
a0TOV, OUTWS LooL Kal KOLWwVOl, OTL a’Tn H iodtys S¥vaTaL er 
avtav yiverba. On the usual view and with Bywater’s 
punctuation drav €ywo. Ta airdv is the opposite of dray 
d\AdEwvra. and means ‘while they are still in possession 
of their own goods.’ 7a airév can mean this (cf. 11326 13) 
but in view of 1132a 28 and b 17 (cf. Rhet. 1366) 9, 
1387a 25) it is awkward that it should. Nor am [ at all 
sure either that é6rav éywo. naturally means ‘ while they 
still have,’ or that xowwvot can be applied to them before 
the exchange has taken place, the exchange being either 
the xowwvia itself or its condition (lines 16-18). 

I still therefore do not feel sure that there is not some- 
thing in the explanation which I offered a very long time 
ago, that the writer is thinking of a possible re-exchange, 
in which one of the two men might try to impart his own 
superior worth to the goods, now in his possession, of the 
other man. It is on the proportionate worth of the man 
(drrep yewpyos mpos oKuTordpov) that the whole thing is made 
to rest. dudorépas éxew Tas irepoxds with its reference to 
1132a@ 33 I understand to mean only that after any unfair 
exchange one party has too much by just the amount by 
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which the other has too little. I ought to have given you 

ten shillings more, or something worth that. Then I have 

ten shillings too much and you have ten too little; these 

two tens are my two dzepoyxai ; in respect of the exchange 
I am better off than you by twice ten. 


ib. 9 The word égaywynyv or -7js is perhaps an indication 
of some insertion here. Everything else in the chapter 
refers to exchange between individuals and presumably 
within the limits of one community. éfaywyy, licence to 
export, can only apply to foreign trade with governmental 
sanction and introduces quite other ideas. 


ib. 22 rodro yép should, I think, be roiro dé. 


1134a 7 I agree independently with Cook Wilson in 
reading dvicov for ddicov. Cf. the v.l. in 1129a 33. 


ab. 25 That 76 drAds Sikatov and 76 zodurixov Sixasov are 
one and the same appears not only from other consider- 
ations but from the plural rovrows in 113409 76 8é dec- 
motikov dikatov Kat TO Tatpukov (which might be much more 
reasonably distinguished from one another but are treated 
as one) ov tavrov tovTos GAN’ Gpowov, where Tovros ap- 
parently means 70 dmAds and zoAutikov. 


11340 5 80 éTépw mover? kat Oa Tavra K.T.A. 


The conjecture zou is certainly wrong, as totro or airdé 
would be needed with it. But the- singular érépw can 
hardly be right. The ruler does not labour for another 
man. He labours for others, the whole community. 
Soph. Ant. 736 ddAAw yap 7} "wor xpy pe THOS apyew yOovds; 
does not really mean any single individual. I am inclined 
then to think that the dative singular in -w. has been con- 
fused as elsewhere with the genitive plural in -wy and that 
we should read érépwv <évexa> wovet. The letters of e&vexa 
being like those of zovet «ai, and zw a good deal resembling 
and being sometimes confused with y, évexa might drop out 
without much difficulty. 


ib. 29-35 The sentences appear very confused in their 
order and I will write them in the way in which I think 
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they should stand. zap’ npiv 8 éore pev te Kal pioe, Kwvnrov 
pévron wav. pice yap H Seba Kpeitrwv. Katto. évdexerat 

, 3 ¥ / / ‘ eae a »” < Fee, 
mavras dudidegious yeverbarr Kal éri trav dAAwv 6 adros 
appoce Siopirpds’ wotov 8 dice tov évdexouévwv Kat GAAws 
> \ o : ERS: \ . \ ‘ + + 
EXelV Kal qroiov ov GAAG vomlKov Kal ouvOnKy, <irep audw 
Kwyta dpoiws, adnrov (so Paley for djAov)- GAN’ duws éori 
TO pev hice, Td 8 ov dice. 


11356 2 dxovovov is certainly impossible here. It must 
be due either to a jingle with éxovcwv preceding or to 
axovo.ov two lines above. Cf. ddéckov for dvicov in 1134a 7 
(above), due to ddixia, and dduias for xaxias in 1138a 34, 
due to ddixety and dédixias in the context. 


7b. 33 Should not the difficulty about 6 8 érBovdedoas 
ovx dyvoet be removed by putting it after 6 8 ov in the next 
line ? : 


1136a 13 Aristotle’s own words seem clearly to imply 
that there was something in the passage of Euripides 
about being wronged (ddixetcbar) with your own consent. 
The verses quoted only ask whether a woman was killed 
with her own consent, a ‘very different thing and hardly 
drorov at all, unless it was drowov to seem to suggest that 
as the most likely alternative. But there is nothing in 
the lines themselves to indicate any error. 

The opportunity may be taken to protest against the 
almost universal practice of translating droros by absurd. 
atomos does not mean absurd at all: it means strange, odd. 
Here for instance that is the obvious sense and Aristotle 
is not taxing Euripides with ‘speaking absurdly.’ 


11365 26 de’, which Rassow would strike out as the 
' miswriting of an unnecessary déixet, may belong to the 
next sentence. It might stand after od yap, or before or 
after dducet. 


1137a 2 ef tis pepicatto Tod ddiKyparos, 7.e. get a share of 
the thing about which or for the sake of which the wrong 
was done. For this sense of ddéknua cf. Plat. Rep. 3658 
adixntéov Kat Ouréov amd tév aduxnuarwv and Laws 906 D av 
avrots Tov aduknudtwv tis dmoréun: Lys. 27. 6 pepe trav 
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dducnpuatwv tov Kivdvvov eferpiavto: Julian Misop. 354 p 
Kowwve éov pet evvoias Tav aduknudatwv: Heliod, 10. 37 
ov 6 ddixnoas GAN’ 6 76 Gdixnya Exwv drrodiddvat Sikatos. Eur. 
Ton. 325 ddiknya tov yvvaixds éyevounv is partly similar. 
Problems 29. 14. 1 durAotv tis agias tov KAéuparos. In 
Latin too furtwm is used of a thing stolen. 


ib. 26 Should dd be dt exovra? Cf. however 2. 4. 
11055 8 where otrw similarly stands for otrws exwv. 

In the next line is not the second év rovros an erron- 
eous repetition of the first? Cf. the second doep kai 76 
dduxeitvy wav éxovorov in 1136a 17. 


1138a 6 ov Kedever drroxtwvivar éavtdv 6 vomos. & S& pH 
KeAevel, drayopevet. 

This statement will be to some extent less strange, if 
we realise that od or pi KeAever means ‘ does not explicitly 
permit.’ Thus in Herod. 3, 31 Cambyses asks ef tis éoru 
KeAevwv vopos Tov BovAdcpevov ddeAhen cvvoikéev, Where tov 
BovAdmevov makes the meaning perfectly plain. Cf. Thue. 
1. 26. 1 oixyropa tov BovAdcpevoy iévar Kedevovres: [{ Xen. | 
i.A, 2. 18 idia 8 KeAevovor (kwpwdeiv), <i tis twa BovrAcra: 
Lys. 1. 49: Dem. 48. 10: Plut. Solon 23 (end). Dem. 
23. 35 odd év tH Hpedamy ayew KeAevovTwy Tov vopuwv (cf. 
§ 60) is another clear instance. See also 40. 59. When 
the prison-warder in Phaedo 59 & éxéXevoev tas eioréevar 
bade us enter, he may very well have said ¢toure, but it 
was only a ‘permissive imperative’ and meant ‘you can 
come in, if you like,’ similar to ‘by all means do so,’ &c., 
just as in Chaucer’s Clerk of Oxford’s Tale, 742, the pope 


Bad him to wed another, 2f hym leste. 


Indeed in English ‘I told him to do it if he liked’ ete. 
is extremely common. In Latin too zwbeo is so used. 

No doubt it is still to us a surprising statement, that 
the laws forbid whatever they do not expressly sanction ; 
but this position has certainly sometimes been taken up by 
persons in authority. In January 1848 for instance the 
French Minister of Justice declared from the tribune that 
every act not expressly permitted by the charter was 
thereby forbidden (Ashley’s Palmerston i. 72). In Dem. 

Cc 
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22. 5 éyo 8 airo ... Syrov I find the argument very 
obscure, but érei . . . Syrov appear to mean precisely 
what I am supposing in Aristotle, and xeAevovow oi vopuor 
may be ‘the laws permit’ (so Kennedy). 


ib. 22 <6> airds 8 airov? 

1138) 7 od wav Se dixaov evidently does not mean ‘ not 
every kind of justice’ (as eg. in 11426 18), but ‘not 
justice proper, not justice in the full sense.’ This is in 


any case an unusual use of ras, but I think <ré>zay would 
make it. easier. 76 follows with the contrasted words. 


Boox VI 


1138 25 The pe with 76 eciwety here and that with da 
tavra in 1139a 24 are quite superfluous, if not entirely 
unmeaning, and have nothing corresponding to them. We 
might be tempted to think that they were accidental 
anticipations by a copyist of a_pév immediately or closely 
following, were it not that in this same book there are at 
least two other apparently meaningless uses of pév, 1142a 
25 and 1143a 29, where no 6¢ follows. The explanation 
need not of course be the same in all four cases. 
Cf. 7. 5. 1149a 12, 13 with a doubtful double pe. 


1139a@ 29 I do not see how Bywater can be right—and 
Burnet practically follows him-—-in making rotro ydp.. . 
épyov a parenthesis. The next words, rod d¢ rpaxrixod x.7.X., 
are continued from and opposed to zavrés dcavonrixod, and this 
is inconsistent with the latter being parenthetic. Also, if 
Tov O€ mpaxtikod x.7.A. went back to rhs dé Oewpyricys .. . 
Weddos, it should contain something corresponding to Wedtdos 
in its own case, 


11396 5 Omit 4 before rovaitn? dvOpwros must be the 
subject. 


ib. 10 Nauck (Trag. Gr. Fr. p. 764) cites Blaydes’ 
conjecture povov dé rovrov for wovov yap avrod, and certainly 
avrod referring to something only stated in the following 
line is very unusual. We may compare Eur. T’ro. 667 
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drérrvo’ airyv yris x.t.A., where curiously enough Nauck 
bracketed the couplet, apparently on other grounds. 


ib. 15 Perhaps readers do not always understand 
sufficiently the exact force of éAyOevev here and elsewhere 
and the exact relation to truth in which therefore the 
five intellectual states stand. dAnOevw does not refer at all 
to discovering, ascertaining truth. It means either saying 
something true or being in possession of the truth, in a 
‘true’ state of mind. The five é£ers may be said aAnOeveu, 
as here, 7d xatadavar 7) adrodavat, or in the second sense as 
being in the possession of truth. But not one of the five 
is spoken of in this book as ascertaining it. Of émorypn 
this is obviously true. It is a certain state or attitude of 
mind towards a certain kind of already ascertained truth. 
But each of the other four is a corresponding state of mind 
about another kind of truth. réyvy is as much a ‘true’ 
state of mind as émucrnun or dpdvyois. So in the famous 
statement (1141a 7), found also at the end of the Posterior 
Analytics, votv «iva. tav apxav; here at any rate vois is 
affirmed to be the way of holding the dpyai, our mental 
attitude towards them as ascertained, and nothing is here 
implied as to how we get them. 


ib. 29 The xai before rod xafdédov (reading dpxn) is a 
difficulty and I cannot feel satisfied with Burnet’s explan- 
ation of it. May one conjecture that it should stand 
before 4 pév 87% 384 will not be a particle of connexion, but 
pev dn will go together. 


1141la 6 <ra>rpia’ 


ib. 10 We badly want a dapev or a éyovtes with ofov 
Pediav x.7.r4. Cf. however the imperfect phrasing of 1143a 
19, 20 and 27, 28 and of 11440 5, 6. 


11416 22 ein 8 dv tis Kal evtatOa dpyxurexroviky is very 
evidently out of its proper place. xat évrad@a implies that 
some other dpyurextovixy has been already mentioned. That 
is not the case, and the reference is clearly to the one 
which occurs two lines later. ein & av wai évratéa must 
apply to % repi airov Kal éva dpdvyois in 30, and the words 

c 2 
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should perhaps follow éva there; they might also stand at 
the end of 34 after diadopay woAAnv. A few lines earlier 
another group of six words is out of its place. xat év rots 
dAXots of Eurretpo. Makes no sense where it is and should 
follow zoujoer paddAov in 21. rots dAAows means all other 
cases like that taken in 18-20. With oi éureipo. supply 
either something vague from zoumoes paddAov Or zpak- 
TLKWTEPOL. | 


1142a 10 wodiretas should be zodctixjs, as in 11410 23 
and 32. The Paraphrast uses zoAurixy, and wodrreéa is not 
appropriate here. Cf. on 10. 9. 11810 14. 


ib. 21 This sentence may possibly belong to Ch. 9. 11426 
17-31. 


ib. 31 Rassow is right in demurring to 76 fyreiv... 
éoriv. Itis det dé «.7.A. which should begin the chapter. 
To tytelv . . . éoriy may stand very well four lines below 
after Aoyiferar. In spite of Bywater’s contention in his 
note on Poetics 14576 11 I think 7 qualifies {yreiv and is 
not its object Hence the words are much in place where 
I would put them. 


11426 7 6 pév Kaxds BovAcvdpevos dpaprdvea, 6d ed dphas 
BovdAeverau. 

So tautologous a statement as that 6 «d (BovAevdpevos) 
6p0Gs Bovdcterat cannot surely have been intended. 
dpaprave is no parallel, for it probably means goes wrong 
in action. 1s not BovAeverar one of those words repeated or 
anticipated from the context and taking the place of the 
word really meant? Cf. on 5, 8. 11355 2. I conjecture 
that we should read 6p0@s zpdrre. 


ib. 19 6 rporiBerar Sciv <moveiv>? Cf. det roupoa in 23. 
axparys can hardly be right. 


1143a 12 After civeois put a comma only. The éor of 
11 is carried on with GAN’ . . . ovtws ev TO xpHoOa. 


ib. 20 Should not ydunv be ovyyveunv? yvopnv caf 
nv... €xew hapev yvouny does not mean much, and the 
whole section favours the change. 
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11436 28 «i 8& pi TovTwv xdpw dPpdvipov fntéov (Beréov) 
GANG Tod yiverOat, Tots ovor Grovdaiors ovfev av «in xpHo os 
(2.€.  hpovynots) Ered ovde Tots py Exovow. 

If these words and those following stand as the author 
wrote them, they are singularly ill written and conceived. 
tovTwv xdapw can only mean with a view to this (t.e. in- 
tellectual perception of moral truths), not om account of 
this, because (1) rod yiveoOar requires this sense, (2) in 
Aristotle ydpw probably never means on account of, by 
reason of. Oeréov cannot be right (‘we should make a 
man wise’), if only because this use of riévar= ori is 
almost wholly poetical and is not Aristotelian. But 
dpovimov pytéov makes no sense in the context unless we 
force it into meaning ‘say that a man should be wise,’ 
which is more than the words will bear. From the be- 
ginning of the chapter we might suppose that yiverOar 
meant eidaipova yiveoOa, but close examination shows that, 
as the Greek commentators explain, it must mean ozovdatov 
yiveoOa. or something like that. Then again rots wy éyovor 
corresponds very badly to rots oto. orovdaios, but here 
again it is clear that we have with Eustratius to under- 
stand dpernv (certainly not ¢pdvyow) with exovow. CF. 
11446 5, 6. As another Aristotelian work tells us, dpery 
the substantive and ozovidaios the adjective go together. 
Wisdom (¢pdvyots) then is of no use to the ozovdato, those 
in possession of moral excellence, because they already 
have all that is wanted. The writer adds that it is also of no 
use to those who are without virtue, and from lines 22-28 
we should expect him to give as a reason for this that the 
‘mere intellectual apprehension will not make them act 
virtuously. Instead of this he gives the unexpected 
reason that they can be guided by the wisdom of someone 
else, forgetting that, if they are without virtue, they will 
not want to be guided into virtuous action at all. 

But my main reasons for dwelling on the shortcomings 
of this passage is that I think dpdvimov pyréov (or Geréov) is 
not what the author wrote. All through this chapter he 
is speaking of ¢pdvyots, not of 6 dpdvimos. dpdvimos does 
not otherwise appear till 1144a@ 27, and I think only twice 
in Ch. 13. It seems likely that dpdviwos here is a mistake 
for another word of similar termination and that we 
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should read xpyomov, as in 18 and 29, with dpdévyow 
understood as the subject. ‘If anyone says we are to call 
it useful évexa rod yiverOa, it may be answered that it is 
not really useful either to those who already have or to 
those who have not a virtuous ééis.’ 

The meaning of zovwica in 35 is certainly obscure. I do 
not feel sure that zovito. (twice) in 1144a 3 helps us or 
that it is general in meaning. One might naturally under- 
stand the words to mean % rowitoa (éxacrov) dpe Kat 
<mitatTe wept éexaorov, and this is much supported by 
1145a 8 where we read od ypirar (ppdvyots) airy (i.€. 
copia) GAN 6pa drws yévnrar (or in other words zovet 
aitiv !): ékeivys otv evexa éritatret, GAN’ ovK éxetvy. 


1144@ 18 éorw otrws (for 7d rws) exovra mparrew wore 
«7.A.¢ Or ovtw rus? - 


Tws . . dore is a Somewhat odd combination ; and, though 
éor. with an infinitive is extremely common, 76 is seldom 
if ever added. [In Heylbut’s Eustratius here (p. 391. 45) 


mparrew is presumably a misprint for zpdrret. | 
1144b 10 What is the point here of zAnv but, only? 
tb. 13 7 8 ets dota otoa Tor’ éorar Kupiws dpery. 


Previously it has only been something like virtue ; now 
it will be virtue in.the full sense of the word. épov0s, Kad 
époudryra, etc. are markedly common in the Ethics (see on 
8. 3. 11566 19) in this sort of use, applied to something 
which is not strictly and properly what it is often called, 
something which is not dicaov or diAéa or dvdpeta proper. 
ovoa does not refer to the same time as éora, but to time 
previous. Cf. 9. 1. 1164a 5 apdrepov éxayyeAAdpevos wavra 
viv ovdev éritehet. Such a use is most frequent in poetry 
(often in wapwv having been present) and Euripides has 
many examples, e.g. H.F. 1236 éyo 8& rdcyov & rér 
oixteipw oe viv, Med. 1329 viv ppovd rér’ ob dpovav. We 
may call it a participle, as efva. etc. are often infinitives, 
of the imperfect tense. 

époia ovoa then does not refer to the illustration just 
preceding. 
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Boox VII 


11456 1 ovre yap as rept trav adbtdv eLewv TH apery Kai TH 
poxOnpia Exatépav airav irodnrréov ovl ws Erepov yévos. 


The irregularity of construction in this has of course 
been noticed. The worst of it may be easily removed by 
reading éxatépas. We then get thoroughly idiomatic 
Greek, by which the preposition (epi) is put into the 
clause with és or dorep and not with the case primarily 
dependent on it. In full it would be here zepi éxarépas 
as (rept) tov aitrav e£ewv, but the idiomatic phrase is és 
mTepi TOV aiTav . . . éxatépas. This is quite common, and 
in Aristotle Rhet. 2. 18. 1391b 17 may be cited, domep yap 
mpos Kpitiv Tov Gewpov 6 Aoyos cvvéaryKer, 2.€. Tpds TOV Dewpov 
womep (pos) KpiTHv. 

as érepov yévos need not be changed to a genitive: 
Aristotle shifts, as often, to another construction, but 
much less awkwardly than with éxarépav. 


ib. 12-14 Read zparrew and dxovAovbelv, dependent on 
doxet. The whole of §$6, 7 gives what various people 
think or say. Without a om no statement of fact in 
the indicative is possible. 1152b 12-24 is not parallel, for 
the dri there in 13 practically goes on with the succeeding 
clauses: cf. 21, 22. The confusion of -e and -ew in verbs 
is not uncommon; cf. for instance 1110b 10, where K?” 
has davayxafe, though for the same reason as here the 
infinitive is required. The Paraphrast had perhaps infini- 
tives before him. 


ib. 28 Here and in 1107a 32 there is no sufficient 
ground for doubting déov=de?. It occurs in Hyperid. 
Epitaph. 39 «i Sdéov eiwety (cf. Dem. (?) Phil. 4. 19; Ol. 
3. 1 seems different) and becomes commoner in later Greek. 
Without reckoning several cases of zpoojxov and éfdv 
which might be errors for zpoojxey and ééjv, we have in 
Thue. 3. 44. 2 ei uy Evudépov and 59. 2 ws zpérov. Aris- 
totle himself has ypedév several times. 
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1146a 8 The re of M” seems to me better than ye. On 
the other hand in 1147a 8 I would accept Coraes’ xara ye 
57) Tovrovs. 

Is trav yap éxyarwv tis (6 Ppdvimos) right? In Book 6 
an abstract substantive like ¢pdvycis or voids is thus con- 
structed several times with a genitive (eg. 1142a 26 
dpdvycis 18 Tov éoxdrov. Cf. 1141a 7, 11410 14, ete.), but 
not, I think, 6 dpdviwos or anything like it. I am inclined 
to suggest tov yap éoxatwv 4H efis OY THY yap éoyxdTwV TLS 
égis. Anon. has here 4 yap pdovnots avtiAnmtixy tis éote 
tov éoxdtwv Which supports tis but not 6 dpdvipos as the 
subject, or perhaps suggests a missing adjective. 


1b. 23 Wa Savor dow Otay émitdxwow. 


For this rather odd use of d01=doxdou be thought cf. 
Eur. Hipp. 700 «i & ed y éxpaga, képr av év codoiow jv: 
Thue. 3, 42. 4 weioas te trorros yiyverat Kal py Tvxov pera 
agvveoias kal dduxos: Plat. Rep. 426 c ayabos re rar avnp Kat 
odds... Kal Tyunoerar i7d odov: Lucian 9. 13 cw77- 
copa Kal dikoia éoowar (in my own judgment) zezovds. 
Antiphon Tetral. 2. 3. 10 and twice elsewhere has dovéa 
eivat= ‘being held, being by law, a murderer.’ Tac. Dial. 
36 cum ... orator saperet ‘was deemed wise’: Iuv. 
6. 628 zamdudwm . . . fas est ‘has been deemed proper.’ 

In the next line the aorist participle yevouevos puzzles 
me and should, I think, be present: ‘the argument which 
is constructed or which follows’ (ovpBaiver 27). yevopevos 
and yiverau naturally go together. Should we read ywodpevos 
for Wevdduevos in 22, or does y. represent nothing? Cf. 
11576 34 ete. 

With dederar .. . tov Adyov cf. Hume’s Inquiry con- 
cerning Human Understanding, note N, ‘that all his 
(Berkeley’s) arguments . . . are in reality merely sceptical 
appears from this, that they admit of no answer and 
produce no conviction..’ 


1147a 14 dAda pyv .. . ye is a regular phrase, used by 
Plato and Aristotle, and I suspect we should here put the 
ye after ovrw or possibly after diaribevrat. 


1147a 33 évepyet should undoubtedly be évepyp. It 
cannot be an independent parenthetic statement of fact, 
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for that is not appropriate here. The particular premise 
is not always actively present in the mind, and Aristotle is 
only putting the supposition of its being so in a given 
case, just as in évy and rvyp. 
_ An even worse case of the same mistake occurs in a 
similar passage, Eur. Bacchae 311 jv Soxjs pév, 7 8é dd€a 
gov voce, for so the MSS. have it and so several editors 
(Tyrrell, Sandys) still give it. The case is worse, because 
pev and é¢ make it plainer that the two verbs go together 
and that a subjunctive is necessary. 

In Lysias 10. 9 and Anthol. Pal. 7. 694. 1 will be found 
real parenthetic indicatives, which are very different. 
Hippocr. de Vet. Med. 10 iw dpiorav pepabykds tis—xkai 
OUTws aiTo oupdépov jv—py apioryoy is difficult, for 
aupdhéepov Hv is odd of an imaginary case introduced by 
nv; but it is clear that cai... 4% would be impossible, 
because there is no preceding subjunctive after mv for 
kai. . . 9 to follow on. I take xai ovrws x«.7.A. as tanta- 
mount to kai Odpev ote ovtws aite cupdepov jv, and jy 
as referring to the previous time implied in peyabyKis 
accustomed. | 


11476 17 «idéra may be due to «iddra following and stand 
for <idéros or ciddvat. 

ib. 33 Should 76 be 71? The various possibilities (ypy- 
parwv, tysns, Ovuod) make ri natural, though not necessary. 


1148a 7 I certainly think that 74 pérpia (19) or some- 
thing similar must be inserted (Rassow) with trav Auvrnpéov. 
Excessive pain is a thing we need only resolve to undergo 
(and not avoid) in rare cases, whereas Aristotle is speaking 
not of rare cases but of ordinary life, in which avoiding 
great pain is assuredly no evidence of dxpaoia or weakness. 


ib. 29 i kparodvra: 7 SusKovor x.7.A. implies a difference 
between the two things which does not exist. 76 xparetoOar 
appears in the very fact of 7d duixew, and 7d duixew is 
only distinguished from xparetoOau,'if at all, by opportunity. 
Perhaps then the second 7 should be xaé and the first is a 
dittograph of v (H N) in Adyor. 
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11485 29 % rév ddpodiciwy <épuiria> or <cvvoveia> Trois 
adppeow. Cf. Pol. 2. 9. 1269b 29; De. Gen. An. 1. 18. , 
723b 33; Plat. Sympos. 192.c. Without some such word 
the sense is not clear. 


11494 2 <p> xparety } KparetoOa, a distinction more or 
less like that in 1150a 34, 35? Otherwise we have very 
harshly to supply éyxpdre xaf in our minds before 
dxpacia. Cf. however 12, 13, 15 where xpareiobar alone 
is opposed to éyev. 


1b. 4 rod rabovs axparn, <awAG@s> 8 ov? Cf. 11526 31. 


1150a6 ro for 76? So in 3 dpoov dorep. Cf. on 
1107a 18. 


1b. 17 od8 ai édAcipas, strictly speaking, hardly makes 
sense here, for what is the sense of saying that some 
pleasures are necessary up to a certain point, but not. 
beyond it mor short of 1t 2 It seems however to be a con- 
fused way of saying that both these possibilities are faulty. 


11506 2 If an infinitive is missing, as seems probable, 
with dvvavra, it may well be dvréyav. Cf. ddvavrar 
avréxew in 12. 


ib. 22 dorep zpoyapyadicarvres ob yapyadtlovrat, ottw Kal 
mpoacOdopnevor Kat mpoldovTes Kal mpoeyeipavtes EavTovs Kal TOV 
Aoyiopov ovx YTT@vTaL bd TOU wabovs. 

It has been a question whether éavrovs or dAXovs is to be 
understood as the object of zpoyapyadicavres. Neither 
really makes very good sense in itself, and there is the 
further objection that the illustration is not properly . 
adapted to the subject. zpoyapyaAioo. does not correspond 
clearly enough to zpoocbéobu etc. Observing this and 
taking into account Problems 35. 6. 965a 11 8&2 ti airds 
atrov otGeis yapyadife; 7) Ste kat ta ddAov Frrov, éav 
mpoaicOnrat, wadrov & av wy dpa: do nota yapyadicOnoerat 
étav py AavOdvyn Toto tdcywv, I cannot help thinking zpo- 
yapyaXicavres is a mistake for some other word more nearly 
resembling zpoaicOduevor Or mpoiddvres. That is to say, the 
true word has been altered under the influence of yapyad- 
iLovrar. Cf. on 5. 8. 11350 2. 
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So in 11516 20 I think that xaddv has been written for 
400 because of xadyv preceding. 7dv is essential to the 
sense, and, if we do not substitute it for xaddv, it must he 
added in some such form as xaddv dv 750 jv. Ramsauer 
H0v dv Kadov Hv, but caAdv is not in the least necessary here. 


11516 17 Was something now lost said here about the 
dpabeis and dypouwo. of 13% pe there and the account 
given of the idioyvopoves suggests it. : 


ib. 24 I do not think 7 rowdros would be as unmeaning 
as Bywater suggests. Might it not enforce the point that 
this man too ovx éupéver TG Adyw, but for another reason ? 
ovK éupéevwv TS Adyw'alone seems imperfect. But possibly 
6 represents not 7 but dm, 7 having been lost before 
vo. Of. my suggestion on Plato Rep. 5928 (Platonica 
p-. 147). 


1152a 6-15 This passage would be greatly improved by 
_ transposing rév dé Sewdv . . . xara tiv mpoaipeow to stand 

after dédexro: ovin 8. The change brings ovde dy as x.7.A.. 
to follow immediately on 6 § dxparys od dpdvipos to its own 
great advantage without the awkwardly placed parenthesis 
or interposed remark between the two. 


TO Tpaxtixds Without efvac seems hardly possible ; but cf. 
11530 2, 3, if that is right. 


tb. 20 Eouxe 5) 6 arovdaios woAE H Wydilerat pév GravTa To 
déovra Kal vdmous exer orovdaious, xpytar dé ovdev, Homwep 
*Avagavdpions éoxwwper, 


n TOALs EBovACO’ 7) vopwv ovdev peéAet. 


Editors and translators seem to take this quotation as 
complete. It is not so and the whole, given or re- 
membered, had much more point than appears at present. 
Anonymus in his commentary tells us "Avagavdpidys .. . 
arockwoTtwv Tow Twa . . . elmevs ) TOdLS 7 OVOEV méAEL TOV 
vopwv tov dyabav 7BovAeTO vopous exew dyabods Kal Wydi- 
opara ayaba WnpilerOa. The verses therefore, two at least, 
must have run in some such form (say) as 


vomous Te kat Wydiopal’ ds KédAduor’ éxeww 
> ‘ 
hos EBovrACP’ 7 vopwv ovdev péAct. 
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It is curious how often verses quoted in the Ethics are 
imperfect (1153b 28, 1142a 2 foll.) and this is a case in 
point. To the places, cited by Nauck on Eur. Frag. 
920, in which 7 véuwv oddey pede is used, may now be 
added Menander Epitr. 583. 

The same Anonymus shows that in the quotation at 
32, yt wodrvxpdvov x.7.r., the subject of guevar is eos 
and 7. pedérnv is the predicate.. This also seems to have 
escaped some interpreters. Cf. Nauck éSéo7. 516 pedéry 


a > > , / . 
xpovicbeio eis piow xabiorarai. 


1153a 12 dyouévwy is perhaps a corruption of éyoucdr, 
due to ywopevwv and xpwprévwv preceding, as in Thue. 8. 7 


I have conjectured érevyouévwv to be due to érvyryvomévov. 
Cf. on Pol. 1271a 3 and 1325a 39. 


11536 6 <xai> to éXarrout Cf. 1173a 8. 


1154a 1 The argument seems to require «i pi 7 HSov7 
dyabov Kat 7 évépyera <ndovy>. It is made up of three 
steps. Evdapovia consists in évépyea: évépyea is or gives 
yOovy : 7dov"y must be good. 


1b. 24 Grav evAoyov avy 7d Sia ti daiverar ddnbes odK 
dv dAnbés. 

This Greek involves our taking zi in &a ri as though 
it were the relative pronoun 6, when the cause, or reason, 
seems a plausible one. But to the best of my belief 
(ro) da zé and (7d) dite in Aristotle never loses its 
direct or indirect interrogative force. It always depends 
on such words, expressed or understood, as Aéyew, dzo- 
Sexvivai, e«idévai, Cyreiv, dprdov. He would not say the 
dua ti Of a phenomenon was so and so, but the aizuor. 
Nor could it very well be otherwise without complete 
confusion of ris and ds, of which indeed there are a 
few traces, but hardly in Aristotle. In Hth. Hud. 7. 1 
123506 15 we find érav cidAdyws haivytar Ta évavtia Soxodvra, 
where evAdyws must be taken with doxotvra, not with 
gaivyto. In our passage eidAdyws davy might perhaps 
stand for when we have made out plausibly why etc., 
though analogy to the Eudemian words would require 
evAdyws haiverar ddnbés * 
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11546 4 Has rwés for twds ever been suggested % 

It seems clear that dias must be understood literally. 
I cannot think that the writer would then stop to dis- 
tinguish carefully two sorts of artificially produced thirst ; 
GBraBeis and davepas must therefore refer back to the 
aodpot noovat of 2 (aBAaBys is used elsewhere of 
pleasure), and, that being so, davepai, for which there is 
“some evidence, is required. The sentence stands awk- 
wardly before the yap of 5, which ignores it and refers 
to 2.3. Perhaps something might be said for putting it 
before avrof . . . mapackevdfovow. : 


ib. 9 The editors do not explain satisfactorily how this 
remark about youth and the pleasantness of it fits 
the context. Something about effort and pain would be 
more suitable to that. How can dpoiws be justified ? 


1154a 31—b 2 (kai od . . . orovdaiar) is also very dis- 
turbing to logical order. 


2b, 30 Spengel’s deletion of 6 before zovypds ought to be 
accepted (or 6 put before eiueraBodos: cf. the variation 
in Met. 1. 2. 9826 18). The predicate of 4 vos 7 
dcouevn peraBorjs is evidently zovypd, and the previous 
statement should be that a changeable man is faulty : that 
follows naturally on 64 zovypiav twa. So Anon. under- 


stood it. 
Book VIII 


1155a 14 Boned seems distinctly better in itself than 
BonOeias : (1) it explains the datives véos and zpeuBurépas, 
which have otherwise no proper construction, and 
(2) BonGeias is quite superfluous and very cumbrous. 


1b. 27 Sixao. & dvres mpocddovrar diAias, Kat tov Sdixaiwv 
‘\ / ‘ ss nan 
TO pdadiota didikov elvar doxel. 


tov Sdixaiwy To pdduora can hardly be, as Burnet says, 
the completest justice in a general way. That would 
surely be 7d pddAwora Sixavov. The genitive plural would 
seem necessarily to refer to the various dikaa or kinds of 
justice distinguished in Book V. But it cannot be equity, 
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for that would never have been mentioned so obscurely ; nor 
again the zodurixov dikaov, Sikatov drAGs, because that is not 
more but really less markedly q@iAcxdv than the zarpiuxdv or 
the oixovoyixdv. Also it does not on any of the interpre- 
tations seem very logical to say that besides justice men 
need giAia too and the completest justice is puixdv. The 
more ¢iAxdv it is, the less giAfa as a distinct thing is 
needed. Observe however in Hth. Hud. 7. 10. 1242a 11 
padtota Sika.ov TO év TH TOV xpnoipwv pirla dia To TOdT €tvat 
TO mwoAuTiKov Sikatov. 

Is there any good reason against joining 76 wadiora with 
gurkov and making rév duxaéwy masculine, running on from 
dicato.! The Greek commentators take it the other way, 
but we need not follow them. The general sense will then 
be what is expressed three lines below by rods adrods oiovrat 
avopas a&yabods eivar kal didovs and in 11566 24 by 4 diria 
év tovTos (2.€. Tois ayafois) padiora Kal dpiorn, though of 
course dékatos is less wide in meaning than dyaOds. Eth. 
Eud, 7. 10. 1243a 34 diucacocivn diducy. In 1158a 4 we 
have pdAwora didAcka (our very words) xai woinrixa dtALas. 
The xaé in 28 may still leave something to be desired in 
respect of clearness, but it is less strange than on the 
other view. 

So in 6. 11. 1143a@ 31 I incline to think rav dyabdy 
masculine. If it were neuter, we should have had 76 ézt 
exes, not the plural. 


11556 19 <ro> ayabov?, So Aspasius and the Paraphrast, 
and logic calls for it. Cf. the articles in 21. 


ab. 25 gireiv? cf. on 11456 12, though this is not, like 
that, a clear case. 


1156a 1 rotro 76 airo is very dubious Greek:for 76 airéd 
rovtro. See my Aristophanes and Others p. 34. 


ib. 16 9 <zows tTis> Or <rovodros> 6 pirovpevds éore sug- 
gests itself. The Paraphrast uses rovodros here ; rotovs twas 
we have in 13. <éyafés> might also stand here: cf. 
11566 8. 

In 17 I do not feel quite sure that oféc7ep should not be 
read for domep. The sense is not the very man but just 
the sort of man. 
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ab. 24 should not éxetva be éxetvo ? 


11566 19 zaca yap dria 8 ayabov éorw } bu Hdovnv 7» 
amas H TO hirodvte kai Kad dpordryta TwWa. 

What seems conclusive against xa@’ 6uoernta Meaning 
by reason of similarity (as in 1139a 10) is, besides its use 
in 11580 6 in the other sense, that the very existence of what 
are called the dvowouoedeis diiar is incompatible with this 
translation. If they are possible, similarity cannot be a 
requisite. The question as to similarity was raised in Ch. 1 
but not decided, and, though in 9. 3. 11656 17 we read 
eipntat 8 Sti TO duotov TO Spoiw pidov, No such statement is. 
anywhere made, unless it be here. But even then it is one 
thing to say 7d duovov didov and another to say that noth- 
ing else is, or at any rate that similarity is an essential 
condition of every ¢iAia. Perhaps we ought not to press 
the point of family dA, that is giAéa between parents 
and children etc., but it is plain that they again do not 
require similarity of character. 

Kai xa’ éuournra then should probably be taken as 
going only with 6° 7jdovyy and meaning that dqiria 
ndovnv is not diAia proper but only something like it. ravry 
yap (or dé) dow kai ra Aoura means the same thing; with 
7a Aourd we may or may not understand the definite word 
<eion. And, if this is so, ravry dmovor ovres in 11576 3 must 
almost certainly have the same meaning, tavry referring 
with a little awkwardness to line 31 preceding. Against 
tavty there meaning im this respect we may notice 
incidentally that the two inferior or imperfect friends may 
have different motives or grounds respectively and need not 
therefore be in this respect alike, unless we make ravry 
merely negative = not 6: dya#dv. The words in 1157a 32 
dyabov ti kal dpoiv tr are to be interpreted in the same 
way. 

1157a 15 dua ro cvpdepovte <Anyovtt>, as in 8-9, or 


<mavopevyt We cannot understand diadvopevw, because the 
word is inappropriate. 


11576 26 It would seem as though dézAdés must be added 
somehow to diAntov pév Kai aiperov. _ Aspasius apparently 
had it ; at any rate he uses it himself. 
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1158a 27-36 There are two difficulties here. Let us 
take first the second and more generally recognised of the 
two, % bmrepéxovre ov yiverat & TOLOUTOS (2. €. 6 arovdatos) didos, 
€av p17) Kat TH apeTn bmepexyta’ ei O€ uy, ovK iodle avddoyov 
irepexopevos. Who is the subject of trepéynra:? The Greek 
commentators say 6 trepéxwv; all recent editors who give 
an opinion agree that is 6 ozovdaios. To my mind there 
can be no doubt that the former are right. First there is 
‘the close analogy (still closer, if with Fritzsche we insert 6 
before dmepexopievos) of the opening words of Book 9, éy 
macais O€ Talis dvopoioedéeor diAiats TO avdAoyov iaaler Kal 
cule tiv didiav and of 11625 2-4. Besides this there are 
three or four strong arguments in their favour. (1) It is 
a reasonable principle for the ozovédatos not to form a 
friendship with someone who in an important respect is 
decidedly superior to him, unless he has himself a counter- 
balancing superiority of another kind. If he did, he would 
be entirely at a disadvantage and in an inferior position, 
disagreeable to his self-respect. Cf. tmepexduevos didros 6 
codag 1159a 14. But there is really no reason apparent why 
he should take up the very opposite position, not only 
acquiescing in complete inferiority but requiring it as a sine 
qua non. (2) Even if it is thought a reasonable position, 
che phrase otk icdfe. dvddoyov brepexomevos is obscure and 
difficult to adapt to the theory: its upholders do in fact 
interpret the words differently and some (Jackson, Stewart) 
very strangely. (3) If 6 omovdaios is the subject and he 
has the worst of it in both respects, the friendship is one 
of those said to be év iepoyn. Yet we are immediately 
told cici & otv ai cipnuevar pido ev iodryti, and it is not 
till Ch. 9 that those xa irepoyyy or év brepoxn are reached, 
(4) There is no reason for saying that Aristotle would think 
it possible for 6 ozovdatos to be surpassed in dpery. He 
must be thought of as possessing all the dpery anyone can 
well have. If a man is distinctly orovdaios, Aristotle 
draws no further distinctions, except in the case of jpwxy 
kat Oeia apery (7. 1. 1145a 20). 

On the subject in general the argument of the little 
Plutarchian tractate [epi rod dri padiota tots ayeudor Set 
Tov pirdcodov diaréyerGar deserves to be considered. 

In the kai of édv kai rH dpern irepexynra there is no great 
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difficulty. The superior is also an inferior. With an 
explanation, ‘he is also, in excellence, inferior.’ od wavy 
eiwOacr Tovodtto yiverOar is a little harder to deal with, but 
ot Towra may be either of orovdata (cf. 3. 11565 25 drcyou 
yap oi rovodroi, 2.€. ot dyafor) or such pairs of friends. 

The other difficulty presents itself a few lines above, 
where ovre yap... Ta xadd is offered as some sort of 
explanation or confirmation (ydp implies this) of the 
statement that friends for pleasure and friends for business 
purposes are kept distinct. Yet ovre ydp . . . kata makes 
another and quite different point, that dpery and 76 xadov 
is not considered in either of these cases; and then dAAa 
x.7.A. returns abruptly to the former one (raira & od wavy 
yiveran €v 7 aitd). To harmonise with 28-30 we might 
have had otre yap Hdcis per dpeAcias Cyrotaw ovTe xpyoipous 
eis tHv Hdovyv. I cannot \think of any transposition of 
clauses, or other change, that would be quite satisfactory. 
The sense would be much improved, if we had (say) after 
rots pido. in 28 first ovre ydp . . . xadd, then ddrAdAox de (for 
yap) abrois . . . ov mwavv, followed at once by aAdd rods 
pev edtparédovs (understanding (yrotow) . . . év TO aita; 
but of course this is by no means convincing. 


11586 18 Either 4 dpery and 76 épyov, or an article with 
neither. In 19 the article is used. 


1159415 It is difficult to believe in 7 zpoororeiran 
roovros Without an civar. Perhaps 7 zpoomouirai <y 6> 
tovovtos: cf. 1180a 32 etc. y 6 would easily be lost before 
TO. 


ib. 28 vat yap (some mothers) dddacr ra éavrdv 
tpéedher Oar. 


d.ddac. alone can hardly be right. Should we read 
<ddA\as> diddao.! Asp. and Par. both add dAAats in 
their versions. Or éxédiddaor without dAdas 4 


1160a@ 14—25 In this difficult passage Muretus’ trans- 

position of sentences seems to me to deserve very serious 

consideration. He put édpoiws . . . dSqudrar after cvvoveias 

in 20, and then wa dé. . . dnudra (in its new place) 
D 
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after tov Biov in 23, thus making zovidvres etc. agree 
properly with dvAérar kai Synudtar. With the nominatives 
. kat 6, we easily understand 6: #deviv cvyyivovta out 
of 19. 


Before @:acwrév should we not insert ofov ? 

Soldiers are described in 17 as cite ypnudrwv ire vikns 
} mwoAews dpeyopevor, and editors are put to it to explain 
moAews. Colonisation, a siege, and so on are suggested. 
I would rather think of réAews <owrypias>. That is by 
no means tautology after vixyn, for, though you can hardly 
secure it without victory of some sort, much fighting and 
many victories have no reference to réAews ocwrnpia, e.g. 
the victories of a great conqueror. Cf. such passages as 
Plato Prot. 354 B byiaal re dr abrav ylyvovrat Kal evegiot TOV 
cwpatov Kal tdv méd\ewv owrnpiat Kai drwy dpyxai Kal 
mArotro.: Laws 647 B rh ev TO Tokguw vikny Kal owrypiay : 
Xen. Cyrop. 3. 3. 34 viknv didoact kai owrnpiay brurxvotvrat. 


11606 7 In further illustration of xAnpwrds Bactreds 
might be quoted Xen. Mem. 3.9.10. Socrates did not 
think rots KAnpw Aaxdvras real kings. In 3 ovd€ for od 
would be idiomatic (ode yap éort BaciAcvs). 


116la 8 éor d€ or yiverar d€ seems wanted before kai év 
ais. Par, uses yiverat de. 


ib. 18 raira? So in 1164a 18 rairo seems probable. 


11616 18 The words would be much better if we 
omitted é6vra in 18 and 7m in 19, Cf. 20 and 29: also 
11346 11. Repetition accounts for the present text. 


1163a 1 foll. I doubt Bywater’s proposed 6 in 6, for riv 
agiay is too far off: but cai dporAdynoev (or dpodrdyyoe 8) av 
is pretty certainly to be read. The words that follow, 
ddvvarotvra 8 ovd 6 dots Héiwoev av, do not (I think) mean 
that the giver would not now expect him to repay. The 
aorist indicative is incompatible with that. If it is 
suggested that the giver has cailed upon him to do so, 
not knowing his inability, the answer is that this would 
require ddvvarotvra 5 <idws, not ddvvaroivra simply. The real 
meaning is that he would have promised repayment if the 
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promise had been required, and the giver would never have 
helped him, if he was not in a position to repay. «idds 
‘might perhaps well have been added in this case too, but 
it is much less necessary. The infinitive to be understood 
after jéiwoe is evepyereiv (5) or ddedciv, unless we read 
aSvvaroov7r, and understand dodva. This is roughly As- 
pasius’ interpretation. 

In 4 odd bv airs rotTo dpdvros I suspect we should read 
8° airév for his own sake, as in 1171a 19 ete. 


ib. 32 As the participle follows the verb, we might 
rather expect ovpPBaddpevor. 


Book IX 


11646 7 ri avrarodoow yiverOar <1yv> Soxotoav, or THY 
before doxodcay only ? 


11656 13 In view of yévyra. following and the aorists 
in 8 and 10 I think we should read dmodefnrat. 


1166a 21 The point of gya yap Kai viv & Oeds tayabov 
seems to me frequently missed. It must be (whatever we 
do with add’... éoriv) that a man has no more im- 
mediate interest in the supposed new self than in the 
existing personality of God. As he himself gains nothing 
by God’s being now in possession of absolute good, so he 
would gain nothing if every possible good was given to a 
new self that would no longer be he. Cf. Hazlitt On 
Personal Identity in Winterslow, ‘no man, if he had his 
choice, would be the angel Gabriel to-morrow. What is 
the angel Gabriel to him but a splendid vision?’ ; aud a 
noticeable passage in the third Dialogue (p. 113 in Vol. 2, 
1772) published by Mandeville with the Fable of the Bees. 
With the doubt as to the reference of dAXN’ dv bre wor 
éoriv compare the similar doubt about dAN drav exwor 
Ta avrav in 5. 5. 11330 3. yevopevos GAXos seems almost 
a regular phrase ; cf. Pol. 2. 2. 1261b 5 dowep dv ddAoe 
yevopevor:; Plato Phaedr. 2414 twice, Theaet. 168 4, 
Laws 798c: Plut. Galba 28. 

D 2 
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1167a 11 dpyy dria is one of the metaphorical phrases 
described in Posies 21.1457b 35, 36, dpyn ict i answer- 
ing to aouvos there. 


tb 34 <rd> 76 aire, as we have ré in 35. 


11676 20 daiverar ors is not good Greek for 2t seems 
that. or therefore must be because, and daiverar ap- 
parently means ¢aiverar yiver Oar (from yiwdpevov in 19), un- 
less indeed something like airiov with gdaiverar is missing. 


ib. 27 dpvynpoves yap ot modXdoi Kai padAov ed mdcyxew 
y tovety édpievrat. 

It is not a question of memory but of right feeling, and 
dyvopoves would be much more suitable: cf. e.g. Xen. 
Mem. 2. 10. 3. Michael has duvypoves in his lemma but 
uses dyvwpoves in his exposition, and so the Paraphrast 
(lines 38 and 40). In Thue. 7. 8. 2, Lys. 2. 3, Isoer. 9. 74 
pvynpn and yep are variants: in the Rhetoric 3. 7. 
14086 16 pvijpny for yopyv is now read (from Isoer. 
4. 186), and in Theognidea 832 pvijpn (Ahrens) for 
yvoun ought to be: perhaps also in 60. On the other 
hand cf. Ar. Peace 761 dodotvai pou tHv xdpw tpas e€ixds 
kat pynpovas etvac and Xen, Ages 11.13; but these passages 
do not prove much. 

With é« zovypod Oewpévovs in 26 I do not know whether 
Plato Soph. 236 B riv otk éx xadod Gav has been compared. 


1168a 7 It seems much best to make épyov accusative 
after roujoas. évepyeig €oTe goes naturally with éopev 
évepyeia, Whereas 7d Epyov éoriv 6 roujoas does not follow 
naturally at all. Another objection to the latter explan- 
ation is the order of the words: it ought to be 7d épyov 6 
mowjoas. aS I have written it, not 6 roumoas 7d Epyov; to 
say nothing of evepyeia having little meaning. Burnet 
asks what zws means. Probably that a man éorw évepyeia, 
properly speaking, only while the action is still going on, 
but that he évepyeig ove wws afterwards, as long as his 
épyov lasts. Again on the opposed view should not 76 eivat 
in 8 be airév % 


1170b 29 <és> wAciorovs, as in 20% Cf. 117la 9. 
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Book X 


11726 28 S€ would be more suitable than 67. 


ib. 33 Is rév xa6’ attd ayabdv really Aristotelian or 
Greek for xa aira ! 


ib. 34 ri ov... émifynretrar seems entirely out of place 
here. Assuming rowodrov to refer to 31-2, though the 
intervening words make that awkward, we have still two 
things to notice. (1) The only question really being 
considered is whether pleasure is the good or even a good 
at all. We are not supposed to be considering generally 
what the good is (ri éori TOLOUTOV). It is not very clear 
what Par. had before him here. (2) To the irrelevant 
question no answer is returned, but the writer turns to 
speak of the theory that pleasure is not a good thing. 


1173a 2 I do not see how such a protasis as Bywater’s 
ei (or 7) épéyerar can harmonise with the apodosis jy ay x.7.A. 
Grammatically they are incompatible and he gives no 
parallels for such a construction. 


ib. 4 Agreeing that dvoixdy adyabdv cannot be right, I 
think it unlikely that both words are a gratuitous insertion. 
gvoiov is quite in place ; dyafdv seems an erroneous 
anticipation of dyafod in 5. But in that case it has pro- 
bably taken the place of another word, and érepov or dAXo 
may be suggested. Cf. 7. 14. 1154b 22 évetvai ru Kat érepov, 
Kado pOaproi x.7.A. and 9, 4. 1166a 35 7 éori dvo 7 wrctw. 

ib. 19 xa@’ ds (2.€. tas dperas) évapyas dao paddov Kal 
HTTOV TOUS ToLOds bTdpxew Kal KaTa Tas dperas (Bywater after 
Vermehren inserts zparrew between xai and xara). 

Bonitz and others join évapyés with daci, but it certainly 
must be taken with trdpyew. ‘People obviously say’ 
would be a very strange phrase. The real difficulty how- 


ever is elsewhere, partly in kai. . . dperas side by side with 
xaQ ds, and partly in earlier words. Is xa’ ds... rods 


tows trdpxev (in which rovs zovovs must be the subject of 
imdpyxew) right? A man can act xar’ dperjv; his actions, 
feelings, disposition, etc., can be kar’ dpernv ; but can he be 
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said to be so himself? In English certainly a man cannot 
be ‘in accordance with virtue,’ nor, I think, in Greek. 
One way of remedying the defect would be to add a 
participle to tirdpyxew, reading (say) imdpyev Siaxepevovs Or 
Kaas éxovras, or possibly we might read rots <dvOpirous> 
To.ovs trdpxev. But it seems to me not less plausible’ to 
suggest kal’ Gs evapyas pact <To> paAdov Kal Arrov Tots 
mowots trdpyxew, for 76 waGAAov kal Frrov occurs several times 
in the context and this use of imapyew would be perhaps 
more natural than the present one. 

kal kata Tas apetas Seems to have arisen from some con- 
fusion with xa’ ds or rather perhaps with xai tas dAAas 
aperas in 18. In this book there are some other examples 
of such confused double appearances. See on 1177b 14 
ete.: also on 5. 9. 1136a 17: 7. 2. 1146a 22 and b 34. 


ib. 31 ot8 civae kivyotst Understand éouxe from éotkacy 
as in 11720 17. éddxer with a new subject governs otrws 
éyev. K” has xwyjoces: other MSS. xivnow. Cf. the 
various readings (d7ddeéis, -ers, -v) With Sox? etvar in Anal. 


Post. 726 6. 
In 32 must we not add kwyce to racy! 


11736 11 ot8 éorw dpa 7 dvatAnpwors Hdovn (so By- 
water with K”), ddAa yuwoperns pev avatAnpwoews HdoiT av 
Tis Kal Teuvouevos AvTotTo. 


The reading 7 dvatAyjpwors 750vy gives an entirely wrong 
sense. Hither d. 7 7. or 7 %. a4. would be right. repvdpevos 
has been a good deal emended (ryrupevos, etc.) and By- 
water suggests <évdens> ywouevos. In Ar. Plut. 1110 
yivero is a v.l, for réuveror, and yevéeoOa in Andoc. 2. 11 is 
now always emended to réuveoGar (Dobree). But yivopar 
is more likely to be written for réuvomar than the converse, 
and the substitution of one word for another, going along 
with the loss of a third, is a rather complicated hypothesis. 
Also reuvdpuevos is not really inappropriate, because, if we 
may trust Categ. 2a 4 réuvw was something of a stock 
example in the category of tacyw. Finally, if these words 
were meant as a direct antithesis to the preceding, we 
should certainly expect dé, not xai. I think the explan- 
ation is that a word is missing. Write <dorep> kai (or 
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more probably xav), the point being that the actual process 
of replenishment is no more a pleasure than the process of 
cutting is a pain, and that the pain or pleasure only follows 
upon the process as a distinct thing. év does not look 
forward to a dé or anything else coming. It is a case of 
the d\Aa . . . pev, examples of which are given in Kiihner- 
Gerth §503 5, e.g. Plato Soph. 2408 oidapas dAnbwov ye 
GAN é€oixos pev (which in full would be aaAd’ éouxds per, 
GAnOwov dé ov). In the Hthics I think another example 
may be found in 5. 5, 1132b 31 add’ év pev rats Kowwvias 
«.7.A. (which again in full would be something like dad’ 
ev pev «.7.A. ovvexer TO ToLotTov Sikavov, éwt 5€ Ta GAAa ovK 
éhapporre (23), for what else could be the force of pév 
there? So in our present passage pev implies, if we press 
it, an understood repetition, gor: 6 dvatAjpwors ov. 


1174a 22 év S€ tots pépeot kal TO xpdvw [‘ K”: rod xpovov 
vulg. (fort. ro xpdvw secludendum)’ Bywater] raca: dreXéis, 
Kat €repat T@ €ider THS OAS Kat GAAHAUYV. 


Certainly 76 xpdvw is not satisfactory ; on the other hand 
tois wepeot must be contrasted with ris GAns and not mean 
parts of time. I do not understand if Bywater would 
omit cai along with rd xpove. May we not put xai ro 
xpovw after ro cidac? ‘These processes vary «ldeu Kal xpove, 
as the locomotions next described may be said to vary 
<ide (31) kal rorw (32—b 2). 

In 24 should we read airy’? atra: alone can hardly 
mean both these, and we might expect dudorepat. 


vb. 29 foll. ei yap . . . éxeivns (b 2) seems to me one long 
protasis, to which & dxpiBeias «.7.A. is the irregular 


apodosis. 


1175a 36 8% for dé4 So, I think, in 1177a 34, BeAriov 
$y, where 6y will mean no doubt, of course. 


1176a 13 76 atré for ra atta, or Oepua for Oeppov? Or 
again 7d aito might be added in 14. 


ib, 22 adAd should be add’ 7. Cf. zdAyjv in the same 
phrase in 11736 23. 
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1177a 1 Soxet & 6 eddaiuwv Bios car’ dperiy etvar. obros 5é 
PETA OTrOVONS. 


What we need is the converse, 6 xat’ dperiy Bios cddatpwv 
civat or evdaiuwv Bios 6 Kar’ dperiv eva. Cf. particularly 
1178a 8 otros dpa kai eddapmovéoratos. Sevrépws 8 & Kara 
THv adXnv aperyv: but the whole argument makes it plain. 


2b. 6 foll. Can it be meant to identify amusements with 
pleasures? Many amusements involve no bodily pleasure, 
and, even if present, it need not be the only or chief thing. 
But otherwise what is the point of these sentences ? 


2b. 13 atrn & av ein Tod dpiorov. 
The y of «ty should be duplicated, <> 70 dpicrov. 


11776 14-15 érépav otcay seems to have got written 
twice over by some accident (cf. on 1173a 19 and 1180a 
30) and other words to have been deranged. I suggest 
THv ye eddapoviay atta Kal Tois mwoXlrats, fv Kat SpArov as 
Cntovpev étépav ovaav THs mwoAutuKHs. In the present order 
there does not seem much point in as, as going with 
érépav ovcav, and or. must be inserted before it. édjAov 
ws is not used adverbially or parenthetically like d9Aov drt. 
In the next line pé is quite out of place with rév x.r.4. 
mpagewv: we should read ai peév zodutixai, or possibly 
KdAXeu prev. 


vb. 25 Other passages (1. 7. 1098a 18 etc.) strongly . 
suggest Biov reXeiov. 


1178a 12 Rassow’s transposition, @& re tots mabeor kat 
tais mpééeo. or something similar, is extremely probable. 


Cf. on 1174a 22 above, 11776 14, 1179a 11, and elsewhere. 


11786 12 ras avdpeiovs is shown to be right by the three 
corresponding feminine adjectives with ras or ai. The 
slightest insertion we can make would perhaps be zowodvras 
before or after izopévovtas. ovodvtas would agree with 
the subject (jas) of drovetwar and its loss be due perhaps 
to homeeoteleuton. 


1179a@ 11-12 Put as wero after évddyerar yap, comparing 
kaOamep A€yerar in 3D. 


NICOMACHEAN ETHICS 4] 


ib. 22 foll. On this § see Class.. Quart. 6. 139 (note), 
where I have pointed out that it cannot be in its proper 
place. 


11796 2 ob8& 8) wepi dperis ixavov 7d cidévar, GAN exew 
Kal xpjoOar meparéov 7 «i mus GAAws ayaboi yiwopeba. 

exe (dperijy) Kat xpjoOac is not a way of becoming 
— good. i wws dAws implies that some specific way has 
been mentioned, 7.e. that some one word at least has been 
lost. The three possible ways are given in 20-21 (dice, 
ei, 51daxy) and any one of them might have been specified 
here. I suggest for instance reiparéov <pabovras>. Cf. 
Plat. Meno (beginning), ete. 


tb. 22 idpxer would be better omitted : it seems to have 


come from the next line, as 6 éyxparys has in 11516 9. 
Cf. on 1173a 19 and elsewhere. 


ab, 27 ad seems too antithetic and distinguishing for its 
place here. ot dv (some MSS. and editors) or otde dy 
(1180a 20, 1181a 9) would be more suitable. 


1180a 2 In Greek there is no great difficulty in re- 
fering them (aird) to the actions etc. implied in tpodjjs 
kal éeriedcias dpOns* ‘The reference of airos etc. is often 
extremely loose. Consider for instance in Isocrates, who 
is an unusually careful composer, 4. 110 ¢gdoxovres pev 
 Aakwvifew, tavavtia 8 eéxeivors (1.€. Tots Aaxedatmoviors) 
émitndevovtes, 15. 195 axpualwv cal mavopevos aitis (tis 


axis), Lip. 8.4 médAw . . . povotkwraryy Kat Tods dvomacTto- 
TaTous év avTy (rn povoiwy). In Aristotle Hth. 3. 11 
1118 20 yaoTpipapyo .. . mapa TO d€ov 7Anpovvres adriy 


(tiv yaorépa) is perhaps less noticeable. Cf. rovrovs in 
6. 8. 11410 28. 


tb. 12 <div> xordafecba.? The statement seems to be one 
of theory rather than practice. 


ib. 30 Bywater proposes to put xai dpav aird Sivacbat 
before 7) mpoapeto ai ye. Though better there than here, it 
would still be very pointless and add nothing to zpoojxew 
. cupBadrrAerOa. I am inclined to think that it and 
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tovto divacba in 33 are two versions of one thing (cf. on 
1173a 19 above), and that we should read there paddAov 8 


av Kat Opav avto Sivacbar dd€etev. 


11806 13 Anyone who follows carefully the course of the 
argument will see that GAX’ érmeAnbein pev <dv>..., od 
pv adda. x... could only be right, on the principles of ueév 
and 6€ construction, if after adAAa the pev clause were in 
harmony with the idea expressed in the words preceding, 
and the d¢ clause dwelt on something opposed to it, which 
here would be the importance of the universal. But, as a 
matter of fact, it is the first clause which emphasises the 
universal, while the second goes back to the particular. It 
follows that dA’ éripeAnbein pev <av> cannot be right. 
Hither kai é. wév av or ddd’ é. av without pe would give 
the proper sense. As dAdd is not likely to have ousted 
cai, I infer that wév is wrong. Perhaps it is av miswritten. 

In 14 xa’ éva, perhaps an old variant (Mich .and Par.), 
seems better. as the reference is so distinctly to persons. 


118la 8 zpoeiAovr av is preferable, as harmonising with 
xatéAurov av and the other past tenses. 


1181b 14 wept rodurixys? ef. on 6. 8. 11424 10. This is 
a less clear case, but cf. 11806 31, 118la 12 foll. and 28. 
modreia in 21 is very different. 


II 
THE MAGNA MORALIA 


118la 25 ro 70s is wrong in sense (cf. 1181b 25-26) 
and would be better away. 


1182a 28 riv dpernv xaréuesev eis THY Tpayparetav THY 
imép tayabot, ov 51) dpOas. 

It is surely quite impossible to find fault with anyone for 
introducing the topic of dpery in a discussion of the good. 
Moreover the writer immediately proceeds to do so himself, 
for he discusses the good and gradually by subdivisions of 
it brings dpery in. The next and the following sentences 
show quite clearly that rdaAyfots, not tayafot, was the 
word used. “Apery and truth, at any rate abstract truth, 
ought to be kept apart. 


ib. 36 Write ro for, or after, Kai. 


_ 11836 13 iarpixds would be more proper than iarpdos, for 
a man is not really a doctor unless he practises, but cf. 
Eth. Eud. 12166 9 and still better Xen. Mem. 3.1.4 6 


‘ al x i WE J ‘ bid > / > 
pabwv iacbat Kav pn tatpedn Opws iarpds éorte. 


1b. 17 cupBaiver ov Kai parnv tas dperas elvar Kai pi) 
elvan emioTipas. 

If this is a statement of Socrates’ view, the yy must be 
wrong. If it states the writer’s own view, parnv .. . eva 
is wrong. But the latter supposition seems the correct one, 
and we should therefore read kai <py> parnv. 


ib, 23 dpxn is supported by Hth. Hud. 12326 21. 


11846 7-9 We need either TOUTW TAUTO OF TO ev TpaTrev. 


It is not easy to see the construction of 7 evdauovia. It is 
43 
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not simply in apposition to the subject (6 nominative) of 
doxet, for then dy . . . dayév would be the predication, 
whereas xai . . . ev fv is clearly only appended. Some- 
‘thing may be lost, e.g. a simple éoriv after 7d pera TodTo. 


1b, 19 GdAAQ <piav> rHv oikodopiKyy. 


tb. 25 rout <éyabov> or <orovdatov> would seem to me 
better than Spengel’s zovei <ed>, adopted by Susemihl. 
Cf. too Hih. N. 1106a 15-20, 

In the next line xai ré\Aa pév means nothing. Perhaps 
the least change would be xat aAda pev <moet>. CFE. 
11896 36 kai rotro dvvarat mparrew Kal GAXa. 


lal \ 3 , > a“ / , a 4 
11854 7 det tov eddaipova ev TO peyioTtw xpdvw Tod Biov 
Kpivewv. 


Is not this a misuse of ro peyiorw! Td peyicTw xpdove 
can hardly mean ‘the greater part’ of life, or ‘as great a 
part as possible.’ wAeior would be the usual word and 
should perhaps be restored. Cf. Schaefer's Greg. Cor. 
p. 919. 


118506 8 Goat ddAat Tod HOcus <é£ers> ! 


We cannot understand dperai, for then the words would 
imply that some excellences of character were not praise- 
worthy. Even if és is not inserted, it would seem 
necessary to understand it, as some feminine noun is 
required. It is true that ééis is not explained and regularly 
used till 1186a@ 11 foll., but it has occurred in 1185a 38, if 
not elsewhere. Cf. Politics 1259b 24 oiov cwdpoovvyn Kai 
avdpeia Kat Sixaroovvy kal Tav GAAwV T&v ToLovTwV eLewv, Where 
also by coincidence something is lost. 


ab. 15 rotr’ idetv dori ex Tov HOLKGv. 


For 76ixév, which is manifestly wrong and merely taken — 
from 7@.xy twv lines above, Spengel suggested aicOycewv. 
But Hih. N. 1103a 28, which he cites, is no parallel, for 
there the examples given really are from the bodily senses, 
while here they are from other things, exercise and food 
(cf. Lith. N. 1104a 13 foll.). I suggest cwpuatixay. So 
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olov watt oe copa in the corresponding passage Hth. Hud. 
1222a 29. 
In 17 perhaps zoAA@v <te>. 


1b. 27 of Alav PdBo kal wepi wavra POeipovor, as in 25 and 
26 poBovpevov révra? Or roddoé for wavres ? 


1186a 12 ein <> dper}. Cf. on Eth. N. 1177a 13. 


1186a 38 foll. The final words 7 kai 6 «.7.’. are obviously 
very incomplete as well as probably themselves wrong. 
But even earlier there seem to be omissions. Read ovx 
éotw <yap> otros 6 padAdov <i) dei> Tas eAevOepas SiadHeipwv. 
rovro in b1 would naturally have a wav or drAds (Hth. N. 
1107a 17) with it. 


1187a 39 dy for d€ ? 


11876 29 The context points to 6 tpoaipovpevos <ayabos> 
(or o7ovdatos) «iva. 


11886 8 é& should be omitted before ofs, or less probably 
before aitrois. 


1189a 29 Read 6 dv for érav. gavy wants a subject and 
tovro something to refer to. 


11896 12 &k ris dpxns opioperys. 

The order is odd, nor is tas very clear in sense. Read 
twos, comparing 1187b,5 and 11 & twwv dpxdv. In 6 
there the Aldine has twwv for rév (though that may be 
due to rw»v in 5) and in 120la 17 two is againa 
plausible conjecture (Rassow) for ray. The confusion is 
found elsewhere. é« ts dpyns <THs> apiopevyns also 
suggests itself. 


1190a 30 airs or ris aitis might have been expected. 


ib. 35 Here on the contrary ryv airny gives a faulty 
sense. Read airyy without rjv, the gis by itself, 2.2. with 
no évépyea. Of. on 11925 38 below. 


11916 14 airév should, I think, be rodrov. 
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119261 éorw 8  peyadromperca mepi damdvas as TO 
mperovte yiverOar mpoonjKet. 


The dative ré apérovrs might be questioned, but is 
probably right, a dative of the motive, cause, or reason 
why. Cf. 1194a 27 % dixaroovvy av cin rH eer Spy exovoa 
and 12096 31 xowwodpevor ody Hdovq dperiv Lyrotper (for 
pleasure, on account of pleasure, if it is really right; but 
the pleasure’s being all in the future makes the phrase 
very noticeable, as well as the absolute use of xowwodpevor. 
Should we read <é¢’> 7dov7, or Kowwodpevor odv Hdoviv 2) 
With doris pev ody darava is not peyadetws needed, as in 5 4 


1b. 5 I would write 6 ob det peyadrciws Saravioat tovro wy 
Tou@v OF os ov Set . . . wy movet, perhaps with a ydp after 
the 6 or ds. 


4b. 38 Read airovs for rots abrovs. Cf. on 11904 35. 


1193a 14 deity is a dittograph of the Sev in 13, like 
madw in 1202a 6 from 5. 


11936 29 76 icov av wXelovos Kal éXdrrovos ein Sixaov. 


This gives no possible construction for the genitives. 
Perhaps they should stand in the line before: 76 8€ ye 
pécov TovTwv, TAciovos (Or <rod> mdéiovos) Kai éAdrrovos, 
dikardv éort, 


1194a 12 éorw 8 % dvadroyia ary: ds yap 6 yewpyds To 
oixodduwm, ovtws 6 oikoddpos TO yewpya. 

I think this is right, though not very precisely ex- 
pressed. It is just the principle of exchanging equivalents. 
Whatever A gives B, B must give the equivalent to A in 
goods or services (76 kata tHv avadoyiav iaov, To Epyov abrod 
70 icacpevov, as Hth, N. 1133a 10 and 65 phrase it) or in 
price. 


1195a 1 wy for od (negativing the negative ox éorw 
which follows) is strange, but there are such things in 
Aristotle himself. 

1b. 24 pn cidds . . . GAN <dyvodv>, Hdy x.7.X. 4! 

In 26 ay should perhaps be 87. zés dy is well established. 
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11956 9 Write dé for yap. 


1196 6 The sense requires something like «i mparroysey 
Kata TOV épOov Aoyov; To BéArioTov <av mparroysey> or <av 
yivoro>. There is no real place for 70 BeAriorov, as it 
stands, along with xara x. 6. X., and there is no apodosis 
to ei . . . BédArioTov. 


ib. 9 épet 2.€. tus (not the ris of 8), like pyotv occasionally, 
may be right. But perhaps it should be épets. The bios 
affects the colloquial second person, e.g. 1184a 20 and 2 
1206a@ 10, 1210a 16. 


1197a 1 duarewouevy? If the neuter is right, it must be 
passive. 


+ »” \ lal / ‘ /, 3 ates. ‘ 
ib. 3 égtw 8) TOV ToLOVpEeVOV Kal TpaTTOMEvwV Od TabTd TO 
TOUNTLKOV Kal TPAKTLKOV. 


What the writer proceeds to show is something quite 
different, not that the person, thing, or faculty differs in 
the two cases, but that production has some further end in 
view and that action has not. Read ot <xara> rairo. 
The genitives are then dependent on éorw, have not to do 
with... m the same way. 


1197) 35 wWvyis for codias is just wrong repetition of a 
word from the line before. 


1198a 8 After wpos dperynv add redeia. Cf. redevodrar 
in 9. In od wavy reAcottar TO civac dpery I do not see 
how the dative can be right and for r@ would read 7, 
so as to be. Cf. 1197a 37 ovkére otrws Exovow TO pH... 
petaBaddev, where some MSS. have 76 (s7c). 

In 12006 38 6 Xdyos otros evavtidrar TO py “elvan éme- 
ornpnv, Where Susemihl thinks something lost, I would 
make the same correction. 


1b. 37 How is the imperfect éroie to be defended? It 
is not a reference to anything previously said, and we 
cannot reasonably explain it of an idea that was in the 
man’s mind before work began. Should it be zoe? 
Present and imperfect (Aéyee and eye, éxer and lye, 
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diddoxe and édidacke, dpxet and ype, etc.) do sometimes 
get confounded. | 


11986 30 76 Kaf exaora <A€yew> 1 

2b. 36 6 yap (or dé) Kpitixds av? 

1199a@ 2 The xai might precede rpérrew. But no doubt 
it may be a dittograph of xard. 

11996 27 épdpev od Suvapevorvs tyiaivew tois TA ardGs 
ayaa mporpepopéevous. 

tovs makes this a surprisingly general statement. Should 
we read twas (cf. on 11895 12), or éviovs ? 

1201la 8 It is hard to see how either yap can be right. 

12016 7 With d0éns eéyovons something seems to have 
been lost, e.g. <xat tis> doéys or ddéys <éviore>. 

In 6 BéBasos and dperaevoros would be more regular. 

1202@ 2 €or yap ws eri tov peOvdvTur. 

aomep for os, which is not commonly used like this in 
prose ? 

ab, 32 The «ai should precede dzAds. 


12026 18 sdrav yap dkovon Td tp&Tov phua ori diknoe. 

To explain the indignation we seem to want ori ‘ 7diknoé 
(or ndiknké) oe.’ 

1b. 23 4 de mpos [Hv] dovHv Spun Wexty ye. 

Spengel deleted this senseless ye. Probably it should 


follow dé, possibly 7dovnv or even zpds. Cf. on Hth. Hud. 
12168 20. 


1203a 7 ody 6 dxparis, 6 dé dxoAaaros, edvarorepos. 


tb. 12 dow ye 6 Timidrepov Kakds SidKeuTau. 
Certainly wrong, but it is odd that Spengel instead of 
© 70 Tysuwtarov did not think of dow ye tywuwrTepov 4. 


12036 25 <6> érepos. 
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ib. 30 ywopeéver 4 7 
tb. 33 «at probably lost after vas in etva.. 
12046 21 atrai, not atrar. 


ib. 37 Something has been lost after aio6y7r7. Not only 
should we expect at least éoriv with these words, but 
something must have stood next which stated that this 
definition or theory was not right. The yap following 
distinctly points to this, and even without yap the gap 
would be visible. “AAXAa at any rate would have been 
needed, | 


1205a 15 Hdov7 jdovn should be 7dov7 ayabov, the wrong 
word haying been repeated. The argument, sound or not, 
seems to be—All pleasure that arises from something good 
must itself be good; all pleasure whatever arises from 
something good ; therefore all pleasure whatever is good. 
év tovtots pev might be better with rao. added. Two lines 
above the dyaGdv, which makes no sense, seems another 
erroneous repetition. 


ib. 20 d8y for dé? Cf. on 1187a 39. 


12056 7 dore <did> rotro, and in 9 dpoiws <d€é>, as 
in 5 ete. Soin 1209a 24 ratra <dé> would be natural. 


tb. 22 Kabiorapevyns piv (THs picews) ai é& evdeias avarAn- 
poets. 

Surely dvamrAnpdcews. Cf. 28 al ye cwparixal é& dvardy- 
pooews and p. 8 above. In 25 jdovai <ai> seems wanted. 
In 12106 28 read <ra> 7aOy. 


1206a 2 7d 8 éumrddiov packew elvar (rH Hdovnv) da 7d pH 

6p0as oxoreiy haiverar airois. 
_ If these words are right, daiverac must be used = doxet 
seems good, in which sense Dionysius of Halicarnassus for 
instance has it; but one hesitates to attribute that use to 
the writer, and I am not sure that ré could then be added 
to the infinitive. If qaivera: is not so used here, either 
dacxewv should be omitted (and 7o is still awkward) or 
something like cvpBaivew should follow daiverat. 
, E 
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12066 18 dozep otovrar of GAXo. Read oi wodXol. Cf. 
e.g. 1185a 6, 12116 22, and see pp. 91, 138. 


12076 9 A verb, possibly only éoré, going with airéa has 
been lost. 


1208a 1 Is the construction rowidros dv otos drocreAXO- 
pevos (instead of izooréAXeo Oar) legitimate? In Hth. Hud. 
12296 5 it is easy to read olos.... iropevetixos <etvar>. 
But cf. the occasional use of a participle after dare, when 
another participle precedes (Kiihner-Gerth § 586 Anm. 3). 


1b. 25 aicOdvopart Cf. eidjyow in 26, whichever part of 
the verb it is. 


1209a 3 Is not def wanted in the second clause? The 
reading cited in Susemihl’s critical note seems preferable 
to that in his text. At least I find it easier to follow. 


1b. 15 ov yap is not intelligible to me, and dAAa is all we 
want. But where did od ae come from? od yap aAX’ 7 
would hardly do. 


ib. 24 radra <d5é>. .Perhaps something should be added 
to the second iarpixov in 23, 


12106 34 wavra S& BovAdpeOa Hiv airois’ Kal yap ovlqv 
pe Hpav aitrav Bovrdpcba ... Kal TO ed Gav Kai 76 Lhv Kat TO 
BovrAcobat tayabov, ovk GAAw Twi. ETL GporoTaets Huiv adrois 
parword éopev. 

There is MS. authority for putting xat.76 Gv before xai 
70 ev (qv, and that is clearly its proper place. Cf. 31 and 
12lla 4, 5. 76 BovrAecOar tayafdv is senseless, to say 
nothing of its depending on BovAdpeba. 7O éxev or some 
similar verb should stand there. ovx dAAw rwi is very 
wanting in construction, and no wonder, for it should 
follow after éopev in antithesis to jty adrois, or after those 
words. 


12lla 7 Soxet zt seems with accusative and infinitive is 
quite unusual. Cf, p. 155 below. Should we read ¢guAia? 


1211613 é& for éx? éx’ may be due to the middle 
letters of oddézore. 
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ib. 20 év rH watpi mpos vidv (piAéa). 

The dative zarpi, if not impossible, is unlikely in the 
extreme, unless indeed we read (say) zatpi pos vidv 
<ovon>. 


1b, 21 as eriol <paci> A€yovres GpHas ! 
1212a 37 xzpoonkovd’ aire % 


12126 5 Isa participle lost that governed 7a cupdépovta 
Kai noea, €.g. Sudkwv or Lytdv ? 


1213a 4 dvOpwros better without 6. So perhaps dvdpeior 
in 11906 22. 


12136 8 Before zrXéov or rod add ri? 


Ill 
THE HUDEMIAN ETHICS 


In the first sentence of the treatise ovvéypayev is a 
palpable mistake for dvéypapev. ovyypadw is to compose, 
not to put wp an imscription or notice. The final s pre- 
ceding might help the mistake. 


1214a 14 drurep oixetov Hv should probably be orurep av 
oixetov 7. 


12146 18 ris <xadjs> Cw7s? 


tb, 33 KoAacts yap ) happakeia Tov tANyGv ovbK éAaTTwv. 


Rather ov« éAatrov. It is a xédAaois as much, as truly, 
but not as great in amount or severity. 


1215@ 31 yxpyparicrixas 6@ (Aéyw téxvas) Tas mpds dyopas 
pev Kal mpaces KamnAUKas. 
pev, Which is entirely without meaning, seems to be, as 


sometimes elsewhere, a corruption of povov. Cf. on 
Politics 1262a 1. 


1215b 11 With wero . .. ciety we probably need a decir, 
but this is not certain. 


12165 20 od pv GAda ye wept dperns is not, I think, 
Greek. Put the ye after wrepi or dperjs. od piv adAd\a— ye 
is a recognised idiom. Cf. on M.M. 12026 23. 


1b. 34 <dvti> rév eiwborwv ¢ 


The genitive is certainly not governed by the com- 
parative yvwpiywrepa, nor does it seem possible to make it 
depend on peradapBdvovew as though that meant take in 


exchange for. 
52 
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\ 
ib. 37 For trav wodutixév read 76 Toditike. 


1217a 20 fyrotvres <apoiévai> eri 7d cadis cdpetv 2 
Cf. zpoiotow in the similar passage 12165 33. In 19 
_ has rév been lost after mpotwv | 


ib. 33. obbev peréxer Kwyjoews, oT ode TOV ayabdv. 

tov ayabdv is much too general. The dyafa connected 
with kivyo.s are meant, and this must have been somehow 
indicated. trav <rpaxtav> ayabdv might be right, especially 
as the following sentences have zpaxrds several times, but 
we cannot be sure of the phrase. «ai following should 
perhaps be xairou. 


1218a@ 11 76 oty aird6 mpdcKertat mpds TOV Adyov Tov 
KOLVOV. 

It is clear that this does not mean, as Fritzsche trans- 
lates it, ‘illud zpsum eo consilio adiectum videtur ut 
communem notionem indicaret.’ zpos 7. X. 7. x. must be ‘in 
addition to the common notion,’ The aid adds something 
to it. Either therefore zpds with the accusative here 
and in a few other places (see for instance L. and 8. s.v 
mpooriOnyr) means ‘in addition to’ (a use which is not 
I think, clearly established) or we should read 76 Adyw 


T® KOLW®. 
c c 


ib. 17 It is true that Aristotle has the anomalous form 
dvoporoyovpevos, but only in the sense of ‘ not agreeing,’ not 
in that of ‘not agreed-upon,’ ‘not acknowledged.’ We 
must therefore take Zeller’s <p> dporoyovpevwr. 


1b. 25 dre ot apiOpoi edievrar <airov> ! 


12186 21 rore should perhaps be rode, the rode of 19 


What is cupdépov zpos airyy is aitioy Tov eivar airy. 


ib. 25 The last lines of the book seem hopeless, but ro 
S& réAos dws OF ds 5é 7d TEAS May be conjectured. 


1219a 33 Probably <riv> rijs aperijs évepyecav. 


1219b 2 éxarepov for Exacror 4 
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12196 30 tmoxeiobw . . . TO pev T® €mitarrew, TO O€ TO 
mweiGecOar Kai axovew mehuKévat. 


mepukévar TO emitatrev fitted by nature to command is 
probably without parallel, ze@uxévar zpds te being the 
regular phrase. Perhaps we should read 76 pév 76 é., 7d dé 
7o 7. For répuxe with such a dative, though uncommon, 
see L. and 8. and cf. Plato Crat. 384D ot yap dioa éxdoTrw 
mepuxevat ovoua. With less probability we might omit ro 
in each case. 


ib. 36 7d ebOd Kal Td Aevkdv (ddtaxwpirrov): Kaitor TO €bOd 
ov AevKov GAAG Kata cupB_eBnKds Kal ovK ovata TOD adToi. 

d\Ad should be dAd’ 7 except. The last three words 
being certainly wrong, Rassow conjectures del rod airtoi, 
Bonitz oicia 76 aito: I would suggest otcia tH atrod. A 
few lines below (40) I think zpés should be written for 
Kal, 1.€. Aoyopov évelvac mpds apxyv Kal mpaéw. mpds and 
cai do get thus exchanged. 


1220a 17 Read 16 kai for kai ro. 
ib. 23 <ra> dpiora, as in 31. 


ib. 39 dSozxep diverts the construction, as it often does. 
15 is a less marked instance of the same thing. ovrws 76n 
just resumes t@ qoAddxis kiveioGai ws. 1d before im 
dywyys is an intruder, perhaps due to 7d 760s, the only 
subject of eOiZeror being 7d évepyyridv. 


12206 9 For ratra read rowtro. taidra may be due to 
taita following. 


1221a 13 It may be noted that the things just enumer- 
ated are not wa6y but éées, and that they are not all 
(zdvra) excesses or defects, for one third of them are mean 
states and excellences. , Is anything missing before 131% 


ib. 23 xepdadéos 6 mavraxydbev mwAcoventixds, Lyurwdns dé 
6 pyndapobev GAN’ ddAryaxoGev. 

The attempts made to improve on the last words seem 
all or nearly all vitiated by failure to see that the y.6dys 
(which word is oddly used) could not be described as 
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gaining only in a few things. If on the balance he gained 
anything whatever, he would not be fypiwdys. It seems 
essential that his actually losing should be explicitly 
stated. Hence the writer may have written something 
like GAN’ dAvyaxdbev <kai éAXatrtovpevos>, though we should 
expect (say) éviore or & row rather than 6dryaxober. 
Perhaps it was pydapobev 7) dAvyaxdbev dAAG — (words lost). 


12216 19 76 (for 7) padAXAov dc yxew, 2.e. if this is taken 
as a question of manner (7ds). 


1222a 1 7dov7n is a fairly clear case of a word substituted 
for the right one (here és) through anticipation of a word — 
just coming. Cf. on Politics 1264a 13 and passim. waca 
wvxy is better here than zdons wvxjs in spite of the 
parallel Nicomachean passage. 


1b, 11 Read kar’ airiy éxacrynv-for Ka@ atrov exacrov. 


ib. 23 davepwrépas, correct enough in the other cases, is 
illogical with racas. But it is probably right. 


tb. 25 ei raira <épyerai> or <HjKei>? 


12226 4 86 kat ob KoAakukov 6 Oupds. 


If this is absurd, od xatra\Aaxrixov (Fritzsche) would be 
quite inept. Should we read ovix eixdAacrov, not easily 
checked?  oix and eix- would be responsible for the 
corruption. 


ib. 26 Should aira 8 aira be aira d2 80 atta? TI incline 
also to insert 76 before defor, so that 7rd detéar will be 
governed by dveAciv. The meaning appears to be that one 
consequence of the dpxy does not upset another, except so 
far as an upsetting of the dpyy upsets each successive con- 
sequence in any series dependent on it: each of these 
consequences can be no longer established from its pre- 
decessor and ultimately from the dpyy itself. The con- 
clusion (7d dexviuevov) may of course be true, but its 
previous support now fails. 


ib. 36 Read peraBadrAa, as in 34. 
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12246 1 6 é eyKparys eh & méreora. aye... 47 d 
érOupia ov Teloare aye. 

The first dyes must be wrong, as. the word vould never 
be used here intransitively = ropevérar, and is no doubt due 
to the second. Cf. on 1222a 1. But we cannot be sure if 
it represents dyerau or some quite different word. Since in 
9 9 Kad abrov pyr éevotoa aye the éyxparys as well as the 
aKxpaTys, dpua seems possible. 


ib. 35 dore py . . . mparrec is remarkable Greek, but we 
saw before (M.M. 1195a 1) that py is sometimes oddly 
used in the Aristotelian corpus. Of course py... mparrew 
with accusatives, as in 38, is possible, though unlikely : 
so is od for py. 


1225a 31 xai for 7? 
12250 1 TO for ro! 


ib. 15 ein for Av and éyo for éya? But they cannot be 
called strictly necessary. 


1226a 36 4 yap AoyLopevor GpapTavomev 7) KaTa THY aic- 
Onow ato dpevTes. 

Should we not read dpépev? ‘We go wrong by doing so 
with our senses’ is a most unlikely expression. 

Just below cis drepov néovow, which has been doubted, 
seems to me right. The meaning is that, if you once 
throw over (say) the recognised form of writing or pro- 
nouncing a letter, you have no longer anything to go by 
and may pronounce or write it anyhow out of an infinite 
number of ways. 


1227a 17 dvayayn, as in 1226) 13, 1225a 25 and 
regularly. 


ib. 23 7a pév seems an odd mistake for rots wév. So in 
12216 26 ra dAAa ra To1wdra can hardly be right (Spengel). 


12276 38 Omit ob &vexa as due to the line before? We 
should in any case require zpoaipeiobar <ro> ov Eevexa, and 
this expression or idea is repudiated in the next words, as 
it is in the Nicomachean Ethics. 
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1228a@ 23 re is out of its place and should be put after 


2 
avrat. 
1228) 34 <> Kat of rAeioror? of GAXAOL Kai ot wrciorou! 


1229b 5 ofos . . . iopeverixds <eivar>? Cf. on M.M. 
—1208a 1. 


1230a 17 Should dvdpetwv be omitted? Neither here 
nor in the Nicom. Ethics are they held to be dvépetou. 


ib. 33 tropevei, like wounoe in 30% 


123la 19 Aayveia and épodayia should probably change 
places. 


1232a@ 34 eivac is an erroneous repetition of the ¢fva: in 
33. So for instance rairoy in 12256 33 from 32. 


ib. 37 dpern is perhaps a mistake for some other word, 
due to dpery in 35, dperds in 37 itself. Such words as 
Adyos (cf. three lines below and Nic. Hth. 1107a 1) or 
dpovnors may be suggested, 1% <roiavtrn> apery (2.€. ppo- 
vnows) seems also possible. 


ib. 39 Karadpovytikods . . . TOV Tapa Tov Aoyov peyaduv. 

‘Unreasonably great’ seems to mean dangers (for 
instance) so great that reason forbids your facing them. 
But the man who faces them must be rash (@pacvs) not 
brave (dvdpetos) in the proper sense of the word. There is 
therefore some difficulty about the statement that dpery 
makes men think little of them. Possibly the words are 
not quite right, as they certainly are not in the next 
sentence péya yap olerau civar tov aicypav Kal wAROos ov 
mav hoBepdv. Fritzsche’s rendering, twrpe esse existimat 
numerart inter ignavos et wmbelles, does not suit either 
péya or aiocxpov, nor is the sense so got very satisfactory. 
Some loss must, I think, be presumed, and I suggest some- 
thing like péya yap <r poBetobat> oierar elvar t&v aicypov. 
Fritzsche’s raOos for 7AnGos is much more convincing. 


12326 11 A finite verb (dpovrige), as in the next two 
clauses, seems probable. Even if we go back to the doxe? 
of 4, its subject is not the man. 
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AurnOyjoor av is doubly impossible, both because of the 
future optative and because of the av. It looks like a 
copyist’s jumble of AvrnOyoera. and dvmoir’ dv, the latter 
being what he finally meant. 


16. 18 7 COs vag TO ae Srahéper is very illogical, 
when examined. Probably the first 7 is a mistake, as 
often, for «ai. The xai yap and xal wadw will then go 
together. The second ré may be right, but it would be 
much better away. 

In 21 tiiav is open to two criticisms. In strict 
grammar it should be tyuéa (though the rule is not always 
observed) and, what is more important, it is strange that 
tyzn Should itself be spoken of as tiyuia. Perhaps it was 
originally ryua (te. riya), mistaken for the feminine 
singular, and turned into ripmayr. 


ib. 33 twa looks like a mistake for <ivo., or possibly for 
elvai twa. ivae occurs in 32. 


ib. 38 rvyxdvew is certainly not, as Fritzsche says, ‘to ° 
get’ something. He does not see that dvdéynrov, which he 
mistranslates, proves rvyydvew to refer to something foolish 
on the man’s own part. It may be just possible to under- 
stand dévovvra éavtov from the line before. More probably 
some participle going with tvyxdvev has been lost, agcotvra 
itself, oiduevov as in 1233a 12, or some different expression, 
€.9. xavvovpevov. 


1233a 3 Spengel oddly failed to see that changing 
agiovv to aot would involve changing ofos to oiov, and 
apparently Susemihl did not see this either. 


ib. 6 kal od wept ra xpyjoywa would be better in 5 after 
tov evrivwv. Soin 32 ci wy... A€youey should, I think, 
follow zpoaipecw. 


ib. 21 Reading otdé with Spengel, omit jy before 
peurrds. The man is not contrary to the other even 
in respect of his being blameworthy while the other is not. 
py gives just the wrong sense and arose presumably from 
the first letters of peumrds. 
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ib. 38 ris rovadrns peodrytos Kal éxt rH Towd’ry Pov7 
OpEKTLKOS. 

jOovn comes in very oddly here. Neither in this work, 
I think, nor in the Nicomachean is pleasure thus men- 
tioned in relation to this or that virtue. Though the 
mistake would not be a very natural one, I incline to 
think dazdvy, as in 36, may have been the original word. 


12330 8 foll. In this difficult passage I suggest in 9 
<ro> «ar déiav and more doubtfully peyadorperois for 
mperovtos. Cf. Nic. Hth. 1123a 16-18. If eiwep éxi 
TowovTov Kal Towdrov is in its proper place, we might read 
eirep éeotit (Jackson) rocodros Kai towdros. But perhaps 
it is out of its place (cf. on 1233a 6) and «irep éeori tocotrov 
kat tovotrov should follow zepi 6. 


ib. 21 exi +o twice over and both times unintelligible 
points to something gravely wrong. I suggest ro... 
mabos éoriv airo (so Spengel: or aird pév) dvwvypov, GAN’ 


ee # 


5 exw dpAos (or S7Ads eorw), 5 yalpwv K.7.A. 
1234a 9 add’ 7 (Casaubon). 





In my notes on Book VII I have had Jackson’s 
pamphlet always before me and have said nothing about 
many passages with which he seems to me to have dealt 
successfully. 


1234b 28 It seems not unlikely that the first rovjoa 
is a mistake due to the second and should be another word, 
perhaps zetoar. Spengel’s ddiucety dAXovs, didovs roujoer is 
very plausible, but the run of the sentence seems to call 
for something dependent on doxe?, and therefore Fritzsche’s 
moujoas deiv may be better. 


1235a@ 21 Reading oi we with Fritzsche, I would add 
(say) haci or oiovrar before diAov. 


12355 39 The pleasanter wine is not the wine which 
is pleasanter to a palate spoiled by wine-bibbing, érei 
ovre Ofos tapeyxéovew. For the senseless ovre (ovd et ye 
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has a little authority) some unconvincing substitutes have 
been proposed, éviore or éorw dre will not be convincing 
either, but seems to me more likely. The « of éred and ev 
of éviore might cause the error. 


12364 12 I suggest rov pev yap dru rowode (dre lost and 
rowade then assimilated to rév) or tov pev yap <p> rowdvee. 
<r@> towvde could not stand without an efva: as in 7, 
or. comes twice in 13. 


1b, 20-24 Perhaps 0b <6é> Adyos év <aaaw> hyiv imdpyxer. 
It would be very hard to account for jpiv taking the place 
of zaow, as has been thought, but wacw may very well 
have been lost. jyiv is then an ‘ethical’ dative. 


ib. 36 In the verse 

TAadk’, érixovpos avip tov copov didos exe payyrar 
tov gopov has been corrected to réccov and otherwise, 
but the mistake is hardly accounted for. Moreover is 
tocov Or tocodrov by itself used in the sense of for so long 
a time? It means usually so much, to such an extent. 
érixoupos avnp, TO coor, pidos eore padxynTar seems possible, — 
7o copov being like ro Aeyouevov and a few similar ex- © 


pressions. Susemihl says ‘yp. ro coddv didov Victorius.’ 
éoxe is hardly a well certified form (Anthol. Pal. 


7. 727. 2). 


12366 4 I should prefer kal dvridirctrar 6 diddy to 
Susemihl’s dvrudwAotvte kal 6 diddy... In 5 read <7> didsa. 
n lost after «. avry requires 7. 


ib. 7 For cai read kai yap. 

ib. 16 8v Hdoviv yap tropévovow (Bonitz) ddAjAovs BAarro- 
pevol, WS av Gow aKxparets. 

as dv seems very unlikely (Bonitz gives no example of 


it, but that may be an accident) and I suggest 7s av. 


ib. 29 For 8 airév airds read the regular airds du airov 


a , 
Or avuToOv. 
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ib. 37 ra te yap py dmhis aya0a GAG Kaka. drs tixy 
evra. 


<ay> trvxn 8 certainly inadequate. I think something 
like <xdv 93€a dvra> tixy Should be read. Observe pe@’ 


ovis and 43v in 35-6 and 7ddos in 1237a 6. Cf. 2b. "1 
Kav €i a) n0vs. 


1237a 1 gor yap aiperdv pev 7d dmr@s dyabdv, aird Se 
TO atta ayalov. 

Surely aiperov dmdds pev 7d ayabov. 

evOérws looks as though it should be e’Oeros or eiérws 
dé <€ya>, and then nothing else need be thought lost. 
Just below add a dé after dviyxn or perhaps better dAAa 
before it (add lost before av) and read ozovdatos for 
o7rovoaiov. 


tb. 14 In 1d dads apédAmov kat 7d KadOv TowwdTov we 
_ might read xai 10 Kaxdv tovodrov (1.e. dpeApwov) <dv>. The 
odeAimov xaxov is then illustrated by the taking of medicine. 


1b, 21 There should be, I think, a full stop after da 


A a 4 > 
TovTo. ov Oa ToUTO iS od du HOoryAY = ody STL Hdvs. 


1b. 36 If duvayews waons can be understood of art as 
distinguished from science, the text may pass. If dvvapis 
covers science, some limiting word, say owyatixjs, seems 
wanted. The évépyea of science (knowledge) is no more 
external than that of affection. 

In 38 we might perhaps read 76 Bey yap pircicbar 
prov (belongs to a diAnrov), TO Se Kai évépyea didias or 
girias évépyeta. 


1237) 6 The abrupt reference to dvawd/a seems hardly 
possible, and I would therefore suggest something like 
otov «i, not ei ydp, in the place of ri yap. But I cannot 
think that the bald Aeérera: is right either, in the sense of 
‘he is deserted by his friends,’ ‘ people avoid his company.’ 
As ) and y occasionally, z and v more often, get confused, 
it seems just possible that Aciwerac may represent yiverat. 
ov(y S€ wy is impossible, and we must certainly adopt 
oul. 
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0b. 17 Kai parvora AavOdver 4} ToLadTy Eis Os piAéa. 

It seems to be thought that this can mean ‘it passes for 
friendship,’ but AavGdver ds will not give any such sense. 
Perhaps we may read davOdver ~<oix> otoa diria. For 
BovAovrar didor, which occurs three times in a few lines, 
Jackson would read BovAovrar didrciv. That however is 
not the point. ¢uAciv is not the same as ¢idou eivat, and, 
though the loss of «iva: in three places is very strange, I do 
not see how we are to avoid inserting it, as it cannot be 
understood. In 17 read ov 8% (for odd’) dvev. 


1238a 4 «i dn piros éorar <Kal> coi didros? 


ab. 7 Read 76 airé dAdo, kai ei (or ei dé) . . . omovdaios, 
. éoti (for dre) xypyoysos. wore... dAdAw goes with the 
words preceding. 


1b. 14 Omit 4. dtAéa is an excellence of nature. 


1b. 20 robs pi dvtws dvtas pirovs GAAG Oia TO XpHomov 
TUXOVTAS. | 

<rov évopuatos> tuxovtas? ‘There is no proper antithesis 
otherwise. Cf. 1248611 réov ravrys dAnbds revédpevor Tijs 
Tpoonyopias. 

ab. 24 Study of the passage will show that #8v should be 


yAund. It is due to 7dvs etc. in the context. Cf. on 
1222a@ 1, 12246 1. 


ib. 36 otov <ei> or <y>, as just before and after. 
12386 1 <qatrou> 7 oddérepo, as four lines above. 
ib. 8 Perhaps only dzAés is missing. 

1b. 33 After 7Sovjv there should be a partial stop. 


1239@ 31 Spengel’s 77... 7dov7q seems right, but 6 should 
be omitted. The text continues, &veot: yap dvdyxy évep- 
yoovra, of which it is impossible to make any proper sense. 
Should it not be &veor: yap (t.e. ydovn) dvayKn évepyodvre ? 
évepyovvre means actually feeling friendship or liking ; 
ef. 1237a 30 foll., 1238a 10. - 
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12396 19 qdwvai xai ai éfers Kal cuvnpepedoers . . . Howat. 


éfers and ai must both be wrong. Should we read kai 
_ duwadrd€ers or diddeéis, 2.e. speech? The word does not seem 
to occur in the sense of ‘ conversation.’ 


1240a 8 epi 5¢ <rod> seems necessary. In 14 on the 
other hand omit the article 7, ¢iAia being the predicate. 
It is friendship only kar’ advadoyiav, not adrdds. 


ib. 22 Perhaps xaé for ds. 


13406 11 Kai tows dpire? adres atta. 
Has iows any meaning here? I conjecture éorw as or 


possibly zws. 


1b. 19 dre yap wy Sporor Kat els Kal adrds att@ dyads K.T.A. 

I can hardly believe the obvious correction dpowos to be 
right, the word seeming weak and not natural iu its place. 
Was dpovoe the original? Cf. 124la 1 foll. That how- 
ever renders rather harsher the omission of éori with 
the adjectives. 


ib. 25 dHAov yap ws TotTd Tws <ot> orovdaiov abtav 
70 av’rd mocov seems unmeaning, and dAAa doxel x.T.r 

points to a negative preceding. tovro I should take to be 
the vacillation and variation in the men’s feeling or 
judgment. Their virtuous intervals are not enough to 
make them virtuous. 


ib. 32 Judging from the context and 27 in particular, 
we should insert something like dya6és od daiverau. 


12412 19 Unless much is missing, perhaps we might 
read gor. yap (‘it is possible’) rdvavria voeivy Kat émiOupeiv 
(Spengel’s 76 voody and 76 émibvpodv will not do). This 
however does not well account for 76 xwotv. Might we 
think of ravayri’, av tvxy, voeiv ? 


ib, 21 éort for éri? 


ib. 30 gor. 8 4% bpdvoiw <padicra> 
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12416 20 rod évis <évexa>, as in the next line? In 21] 
zo should follow, not precede, dudorépwv, which is the 
predicate. | 


ib. 37 dpiorn is probably right (Jackson dpiocréa) and 
goes with both clauses, car dpiOydv and Kat dvadoyiar. 


1242a 10 od povov dirAiat, GAAG Kal ws, PirAor Kowwvorvow, 
ai 0 aGAAa Kal’ tbrepoxyy. 

This gives no antithesis. Ao. comes from ¢iA‘ar and 
we should read as toou. 


1b. 25 ddAG Kai Alav od povavALKov GAAG Kowwwvixov | 


The changes involved are slight. da and Alay are 
confused elsewhere, and o 6 often. «ai and diay often go 
together. 


ib. 27 oikia 8 éoti tis piAia. 


The expression is odd. Should it not be év oikia, as 
in 40? 


ib. 30 The relations of master and slave are not (he says) 
forms of friendship or justice, dAX’ dvddoyov, worep Kai TO 
byrewov ov Sixavov GA’ avadoyov. 

One or two other suggestions have been made for 
bytevov, but it is not difficult to see that ovyyevikoy was 
the word. Cf. 1 foll. above and Nic. Eth. 5. 6. 11346 9. 


1242b 14 Jackson’s roxov is tempting, but seems really 
an improbable original for ré iow. I have thought of ro 
aird, Which might become 76 airé and then be changed 
under the influence of ivov. Cf. on 1238a 24. 

In 15 perhaps <eis> rotvavriov. 


ib. 20 Perhaps zpos rod dpxopévov, but there are parallels 
for the accusative. See my note on Thuc. 5, 105. 1 
(Class. Quart. 8. 75), 

In the next sentence ought we not to have zpds ro 
Képdos THY TYLHV OF THY T. TPs TO K.! 


ib. 24 After dpoiws a ds, kai, or to seems lost. In 30 
read <ro> Tov. 


a 


: 
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ib. 29 We seem to want something like «3 zouj <tirepos 
avtav aorep av> 6 eds. Fritzsche’s note implies that as 
has MS. authority, but Susemihl does not report this. 


1b. 36 atrots each other, not adrois. 


1243a 4 cyxovres to match dovres? Indeed the present 
tense is not suitable, for in most cases the pleasure is 
now over. Cf. on Problems 29. 13. 7. 

tb. 10 ob réduxev <d\AOrpiov> dikaov eivar ! 


Cf. Plato Rep. 4058. But some other word, e.g. vouipov 
or Biavov, might be used. 


ib. 16 zotov should be another zocov. zpos To mpaypa 


,seems =r rowdy, though that sense is rather arbitrary. 


ib, 26-28 If the trivial gift of a drachma is really to 
illustrate the line preceding, pixpdv and péya ought to 
exchange places. The result to the recipient was great, 


_ but the loss to the giver was small. Then in what follows 


6 pev is the giver dwelling on the seriousness of the danger, 
6 d€ the recipient dwelling on the small amount of the 
money. If on the other hand the text is right, 28 must 
mean that one dwells on the smallness of the sum of 
money, the other on the smallness of the danger. But this 
latter sense cannot be obtained without the addition in 28 
of some expression equivalent to makes light of, much 
as tarewvoon is used in 1244a 6. I think the former 
alternative is to be adopted. 

Just below Jackson reads as twice for was. To me 
neither word seems good Greek (z@s dévios in Aristophanes 
is different) and I suggest dcov or érdcov, at its then (or 
present) value. 


1b. 36 Omit of before 7OcKoé. 


12436 16 eidévac for idetv In the words that follow, 
xarerov yap petppoa evi rade TO py KaT edOvwpiav, no doubt 
we should accept ra for 7d. But is rade right? It does 
not appear to have been called in question, but is oddly 
used. Should it be ory dy anything you like? In the 
next line I think as tov 7dvv may have come from révde 

F 
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ws Hdvv (cf. éxeivov following), and, if so, réde may have 
come from rovée, évé being in itself quite sufficient. 


ab. 34 For 75 wAovcowv read rov mAotrov. If we take 
note of 35-6, mpds éxarepov looks very much like a mis- 
reading of pépos éxatépov. Otherwise I do not see the 
point of the stress laid in what follows on the relative 
proportions of part to whole. Perhaps then ¢ira ri 76 
dobév (or eira tavTWobev) pépos Exarépov. 


1244a 4 Is not <r@> wodrepov or something similar 
necessary. 


7b. 13 GdAa would seem a repetition of dda. It is 
incompatible with ravra. It might stand for dua, but dua 
would hardly be in place. : 


ib. 17 The dative « has no construction, for it would 
give a wrong sense to supply didwor or even det didovan. 
Has zpére. or some such word been lost ? 

In 19 od déov is very pointless: is it not a dittograph of 
ovdev Or ovdevds following ? 


1b. 29 76 etvat should probably be the subject of iadpyev 
and stand before kai rd Sdvtu. 


1b. 32 foll. padAov airod proter Tod Exovros 4 


The plural (éxeivovs) following is not inconsistent in 
Greek with the singular (rod éyovros). dAAos and airds 
sometimes, I think, interchange. Should ypyowpedrepos 
be the superlative! I cannot see the sense of a com- 
parative. dre for dr. before ypyoimos, d: being merged in 
ac preceding it? paAdov seems to need an ayabdv after 
it, unless (what is hardly likely) we are to read petfov. 
The sense appears to be ‘as though he had chosen a greater 
good (and then forsaken it).’ 


12446 9 odd éora atta ob ye pnd (or pydev) évdens more 
or wor éote ! 

ab. 31 gor py AavOdvew can only mean ‘may escape 
notice’; should we read <dvayxn> éori! 


! Ar : B 
ib. 36 Kal &k rovtwv ott <ovpBaiva> rtovovrois (or Tots 
, 
To.ovrots) Urapyxew | 
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1245a 22 Read detv for dei, going with daivera. 


ib. 31 yaderov Ta ef Evds yevéoOar means nothing, but 
we may restore the obvious yaderdv mavra ép’ Evds yevér Oar. 

In 32 I think some word like éyyt’rarov should be added 
to the first clause: duovov, understood from the second, is 
not enough, even if it gives the right meaning. But the 
two clauses are probably contrasted. 


12455 5 Read da tpodijs. 


1b. 15 Kai tov <arovdaiov> sporov agvodtper ! 

Without this we should certainly expect oid€¢ (not Kai) 
. agcodper. 

ib. 29 pH évdexopevov Sé, GAXo or adrAws ? 

ib. 32 For 6v Jackson 6.  otov 2 


ib. 38 ixavoi . . . kaxorafotvres is parenthetic. After 
oupperéxew there should be a comma only. 


1246a@ 1 xaé, one would think, should go with Avroupévov. 


1b. 8 ob BovrAovrar, ered (or éxedy), el yé tis brepBodas 
Tomo, <pGAXov xaipew> dpuoroynoev k.7.A.! 


ib, 14 Put the pe after the ro. 


1b. 18 Kat wy Kapvovtr, 7 adrov 4 
Bonitz xdpvovra, 7 aitds. I should take 4 airév to mean 
‘the man in himself, on his own account’ = 8&0 airév. 


1b. 22 pnd etvar dvayxaiov <épav rpatrovoew> airois Kaas ! 


aicGaverGat in 24 should be aicOadverat. 


Boox VIII 


The text of the first two chapters of this book is in so 
deplorable a state that it seems almost lost labour for 
anyone to endeavour to restore it. If by happy chance he 
hits on the original words, he cannot have sufficient reason 
to feel sure that he has done so. He can hardly convince 

F 2 
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himself ; he will assuredly fail in most cases to convince 
others. Professor Henry Jackson has published in the 
Journal of Philology, Vol. 32, a recension of the text 
containing many ingenious proposals. ‘Certainly some of 
them may well be right, but they all labour under this 
disadvantage and some seem to me far from probable. 
I have myself judged it wiser to make no attempt at 
correction in these chapters. We have not foothold 
enough for progress. Chapter 3 is in a much better 
condition, and I subjoin a note or two on that. 


12485 22 Read ai (not ot) caddpoves. 

ib. 31 ovdev av dvywee xpwpevos adrots. 

Surely évnbein. The passive aorist is found in Xenophon. 

1249a 1 The argument seems to need dyafa pev dices, 
or even dice dyaba pev, not dice pev ayaba. 

1b. 6 Hither dv évexa or xaXdov. 

7b. 23 After éxacrov something is lost, e.g. <ei péeArAeu 
ioyupov elva> Kai €d vy.atvov. 

12496 7 xpos rv efw xara tHv evépyeav THY TOD apxovTos. 


évépyea kara THv ew one could understand, but riy ééw 
Kata THY évepyeay seems strange, to say nothing of <rjv> 
kata being needed. Should xara be xai? 


ib. 14 od yap émitaxtixds apxwv 6 Oeds, GAN’ ov Evexa F 
ppovyois émirarret. 


Read (1) éiraxtixds dpywv or perhaps émuraxtix@s apxet, 
and (2) add’ 4 for dAAd. God prescribes only what wisdom 
prescribes. 


1b. 21 exer 8 rodTo <xadGs> TH Wrx7 ' 


a 
oo 


IV 
THE POLITICS 


Book A‘ 


12520 24 «i dy Tis €€ dpyns Ta Tpdypara pvdpeva Brpevev. 

In Aristotle’s Greek, as in that of earlier prose-writers, 
BXérw is not a transitive verb. That use belongs to poetry : 
prose and comic verse down to this date have Bdérw eis 
(xpos, éwi). Here eis. has perhaps been lost after ys in 
dpxns. Ina fragment of Aristoph. Njoou I have corrected 
qv Bréras to 7 Breas, and on Peace 208 see my Aris- 
tophanes and Others p. 34. But Theophrastus, if the text 


may be trusted, has not only BAérw but even droBAérw as 


a transitive verb in the fragment de Vertig. 6 and 8. 


12526 3 otrw yap av amoredoiro KdAdorta tov dépydvwv 
€xaorov, 2) ToAXOts Epyots GAN’ Evt SovAcdov. 


Read dovAcdoov. The whole passage turns on the purpose, 
entention (év mpos év) with which a thing is made, what it 
as to do, not what it does. 

1253a 6 are wep aév€ dv dorep ev Terrors. 

Frequent as dre is in some prose-writers (not the most 


- scrupulous, who use ws), dre wep seems not to occur else- 


where, nor is it a very natural combination. The order of 
the other words is also odd, as though one said ‘a pawn as 


in chess,’ ‘a captain as in a ship,’ when one meant ‘like a 
: 69 


70 POLITICS 


pawn in chess,’ ‘like the captain of a ship.’ Did not 
Aristotle then write are dv domep aév€ ev merrois? The 
MSS. show considerable uncertainty. 


1b. 37 y dé Stkatoovvyn moditiKOv' 4 yap Sixn moAcTiKAs 
Kowwvias Tagis ert: 7) O€ Sikn Tov diKatov Kpiots. 

For 4 yap dikn read 7d yap dixacov, Which is taken up in 
Tov duxacov much as in Hth. 5. 6. 1134a 30 €or yap dixavov 
.. +h yap diky Kpiots Tod dixaiov. In the Politics 7 yap dixy 
is clearly out of place, to say nothing of the awkwardness of 
H yap dikn .. 7» Se diky. The Sixatov which is 7.x. ragis is of 
course TO vopipov OF KaTa voor. 


1254a 33 dppoviats, or év dppoviats ! 


12546 6 7 for xat before Baowsxyv! The confusion is 
well known. 


1b. 23 Instead of either Adyov or Adyw aicbavdueva I am 
inclined to suggest Adyw eHopeva, Supposing aicfavdpeva 
to have come from aicGaverGa: in the line before. reopeva 
is in better antithesis to tryperet; Both sense and con- 
struction (the participle) are paralleled in 1333a 18 76 & 
obk exer pev Kal” abtd, Adyw SF braxovew Suvdépevov. Cf. below 


on 1264a 13. 


ib. 35 povov should follow not cépa but cdpara in 33, as 
Susemihl’s note half suggests. 


1255a 17 8a yap rodro tots pev edvora Soxet TO Sixaxov 
elvat, Tots b€ avTo TodTO Sixavov, TO TOV KpEiTTOVA Ape. 


The explanations of ecivoum are very unsatisfactory. 
ebvora Soxet TO Sikorov etvac is an extraordinarily elliptical 
way of expressing the meaning which has been found in it, 
that goodwill (on the slave’s part or on both sides) is a 
justification (for slavery). 1d dixavoy too—that which is 
just, not that which makes something else just—is not justt- 
fication ; nor do the examples quoted of evvow towards a 
master show that it is the same thing as willingness to be 
a slave. A slave or servant may feel civow enough and 
yet not be contented with his position. He may recognise 
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_ and return his master’s good-will, but at the same time be 
intolerant of a master. 

Now there is no doubt that etvoa and ci7n6(e)a (and 
kindred forms) are sometimes confounded in MSS., as they 
well may be (NO, H®). See Plato Hep. 4014 and Hipp. 
Min. 371 (Burnet), Lysias 9. 2 (?): in Plat. Hipp. Maz. 
293 p one MS. has ecivoy for «ijn. Some passages from 
the Republic were perhaps in Aristotle’s mind : 348 ¢ 4 rnv 
Sixarocvvyv Kaktav (KaXeis) ; ovK, GAAG wavy yevvatay eiyOear : 
349 B ob yap dv hv dortelos .. . kal einOys (6 Sixatos): 336 ¢ 
einbilerbe and 343 D & einbéotare Suwxpates (see context) : 
just as aird totro Sixavov To Tov Kpeirrova apxew recalls 
Gorg. 483 p and similar passages. ¢ijGea will also give to 
8a todro a meaning which at present it seems rather to 
lack. With einbera Soxet 7d Sixarov civas perhaps we may 
compare 12576 10 Axnpos eivar Soxet 7d vopiopa. 


1255) 7 Has it been suggested that kai dikaov xai det go 
together ? . 


1b. 38 % dixaia should precede ofov. 
1256) 27 dru det for 0 Set? So dre because in 12576 11. 


1257a 10 sérodjpatos <7 brddyua>, as in 12% Cf. how- 
ever Hth. Hud. 1232a 4. 


1b, 21 Is riclovos rhs Kowwvias ovens a legitimate use of 

tAciwv (= peiLwv)? Should we not read rAcdvwv ? Cf. 1252a 
— 11, 125260 15 and 28, 126la 23. In 12856 33 the MSS. 
vary between wAcéovos and zAcdvwv (right). 


ab. 23 After érépwv insert érdcdvaLov (33). 


12576 7 xpyparwv after rA7O0s is clearly wrong (Gifanius) 
and due no doubt to ypyydrwr in the line following. airod, 
éxeivov, OF vouioparos would be right. 

In 21 again the same thing seems to have happened (cf. 
on 1264a 13). The first yonudrwv should be zAovrov (cf. 19 
and 24 particularly). ddd’ 7 does not harmonise with ov 
awdavtws and should probably be add, though the mistake is 
much oftener the other way. Cf. on 1316) 15. dN # 
(Spengel etc.) is not satisfactory. 
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tb. 30. Perhaps we should write xaé for od, ras 8 
oikovopiKys Kal xpnuatiotikys, t.€. oixov. aS well as ypynp. Of. 
Eth. 1139a 29 rot 8& mpaxrixod Kal Siavonricod, 1.€. mp. as 
well as 6. 


1258a 23 <mpos> tpopynv? tpodiyv <rapéxovcav> ! 


12586 21 zpéra may be right; but zpurys, as in 28, 
seems likely. 


12595 15 Is pe really in its place? Cf. Newman’s note. 


ib. 24 wérepov eorw apery tis dovAov. . . olov gwdhpocivy 
Kat avopeia Kal duxatorvvyn Kal Tov GAAwV TOV ToLOTwY eLewv, 7) 
ovK éoTw ovdenia Tapa TAS THmaTLKas évepyeias. 
_ What is the construction of the genitive rtév d\Awr. . . 
éfewv ? No parallel cited is at all in point except 13385 30, 
where correction is very easy. Spengel (Arist. Stwdten iii. 8) 
would apparently insert éxaory. Perhaps, dropping kai, we 
should place rév dAAwv . . . e&ewv before or after ovdeuia. 


1260a 16 dcov Exdorw x.t.X. Is ixavov lost ? 


1260b 4 Read obx 7 tiv didackadixyv, or odx 7 5., for ob — 
TH Oo. 


Boox B 


126la 28 ao. for dort dou Kexwpiopévor Would naturally 
mean separation after living together, 7.¢. = duwxirpeévor. 


ib. 34 Kar éviavtov 7) Kara tw’ GAAnV Taéw } xpovov. 

The antithesis of ypovov to ragw is odd (Spengel). In 
13306 25, Problems 3. 10, and Plato Gorg. 496 8 tpozos is 
a v.l. for ypovos. Would not raéw 7 (or better kal) tpdrov 
be an improvement? In Ehet. 1372a 32 I would make a 
similar change, comparing 14026 37. 


ab, 37 eye for éxew is an easy correction. 


12616 3 eixew is a word hardly, if at all, known in prose, 
ireixew taking its place; nor does it seem more appropri- 
ately used for reterement from an office in due course than 
yielding would be in English. The use of iveékew in Hth. 
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Eud. 1233a 29 is not parallel. .Considering the context I 
cannot but think the word should be dpyev. Though the 
perversions would be hard to explain, we seem to want 
something like év d5¢ rovrois pipetrar TO év péper apxew TO py 
tous Kal dpoious eivar €& apyis. 


1262a 1-14. What exactly is the antithesis drawn in 
lines 6 foll. between things as they are and things as they 
would be? In the state as it is (Aristotle says in detail) 
various people call a man by various names expressing their 
various relations to him, son, father, and so on. In the 
Platonic state they would all use one and the same word 
(76 air), and that word is certainly éuds.. But what would 
éuos mean? Not my son, father, brother, as the case may 
be ; that is, it would not indicate son or father ; because 
then the practice would be what it is now. They would 
simply say éuds, ‘my Charmides’ or ‘my Glaucon’ and 
express no distincter relationship. In saying this Aristotle 
seems to be proceeding on Plato’s use of 76 éudv only (Rep. 
462 c twice, 463 2). That éuds alone cannot possibly mean 
my son (Susemihl and Hicks) or any other definite relation 
‘is shown, if it needs showing, by the simple consideration 
that no man could be called my son by all the rest of the 
citizens. He would be son of some, grandson of others, 
brother of very many. Aristotle then here writes as if 
éuds and éuds only was what Plato meant. Yet surely it is 
a very forced interpretation of Plato’s language, which does 
not really point to such a meaning. Plato’s 76 éuov is in 
no way inconsistent with the recognition of exacter relation- 
ships, as set forth in 461 p and 463, and, as they are to 
be recognised and felt (as ddeAfo x.7.X. vopuel évtrvyxavew), SO 
no doubt they would be expressed. Indeed Aristotle’s own 
TOV TpoTov TovTov vidv practically admits this. I have dwelt 
on the point, partly because editors do not bring out the 
sense very clearly, partly because it helps us to a small 
improvement in the text. In the words 16 aird pév zpoo- 
ayopevovras it is difficult to find the force of pev, which has 
nothing corresponding to it either exactly or, as is often 
the case, in an inexact form. I conjecture that for wey we 
should read pévov, with which it is often confused ; 2.e. 
only ‘my,’ not ‘my son’ and so on. 
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ab. 20 ywoueva for yevauevat Cf. b 25 peradepew ra 
ywopeva téxva. No mistake is commoner. 


1263a 18 of rArcloror <daivovrar> diadepopevor? Or dia- 
depovrat, the participle being due to rpooxpovovtes ! 


ib. 23 Kat nOcow éxxoopnbev Kai rage? The first «ad will 
thus have much more propriety. 


ib. 34 ra pev xpyousa moet trois pido, Tots b€ ypHrat 
Kowvots, olov Kat év Aaxedaipove tots te SovAo1s xp@vTat Tots. 
GAAnAwV ws elzetv idlots x.T.X. 


Does Aristotle mean by xowots common to everyone, 
friends or not? That yields a fair sense, but we might 
expect the addition of drdvrwv to make it clear. There is 
also some difficulty in rots SovAous ypGvrat. . . idéors, because 
idtos usually means exclusively one’s own and that sense is 
too strong here. If I make use of a friend’s property, I do 
not use it as mine to the exclusion even of the actual 
owner, as though I had a right to use it and he had none. 
xowois and idios have, (I suggest, but not without a good 
deal of hesitation) changed places with one another. ds 
eirety xowots Will then answer to xryoes... ws Kowds 


in 26. 
12636 2 16 yap (not de) Pdidavrov 4 


ab. 36 Is the accusative in dia tHv radetav due to Kownyv 
kai piav. In 38 we have 6.4 ravrys and here the genitive 
would be even more natural. But the accusative is 
possible, going with xow?y xai piav rather than with roreiv. 


1264a 1 atrov for aito, which seems too emphatic ? 


1b. 13 oxeddv td ye wAROos THs woAEws TO TOV GAAwWY 
modrav yiverat TANOos. 


For the first tAj00s read rAnpwpya, comparing 12676 16 
TANpwwA TL TapeLovra THS woAEws, 12840 5 dvvarol TAjNpwpa 
tapacxéoba rodews, and, even closer, 1291a 17 ratra wavra 
yiverot TANpwLA THS TPwTYs TOAEWS. 

This kind of mistake, by which a word that occurs in the 
context or is suggested by it gets substituted for the word 
really intended,:is known and to a certain extent generally . 
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recognised, but it deserves more attention than. it has 
received. MSS. often prove it by their variations; in 
other cases it is quite unmistakeable. I have dealt with it 
specially in my Notes on Xenophon and others p. 307 foll. 
and in other books also have indicated apparent examples. 
In the Politics there are a large number of passages in 
_ which it seems to me to have occurred, without anyone 
having yet (as far as I know) suspected it. I had noted 
these without remembering that Mr. Newman has pointed 
out (in his Politics Vol. III. p. xv.) how often the MSS. of 
the Polstics, especiallly those of the first family, exhibit 
this error. See the examples he gives, or those to be found 
in the notes to Immisch’s Teubner text at 1265a 35, 
1285a 9% 1287a 4, 1336a 17, 1337a 14, 134la 1. In my 
notes above on 1253a 37, 12546 23, 1257b7 and 21 I 
have already suggested it and shall have to do so very often 
again. 


ab. 19 avrois for rots before izopevover ! 
12646 18 pH ravtwv 7 py Tov TAcioTwV pepo 4 


ib. 35 pebefovor is, I think, needed, like the futures e.g. 
in 1-2 and 1265a 14. 8e¢ too points to it. 


1265a 13 xai <mpds> 70 viv eipnuévov tAHG0s? or <Kara>? 
12666 19 Add évious to rwAeiv, or something similar. 


12676 18 Has not a man’s name fallen out after év ’E. 
te? In 1316a 34a similar suspicion has been felt. Cf. p. 106. 


1b. 26 Insert ypyjoe (say) to govern é¢Ojros. It might 
follow immediately or later. 


1268) 1 yewpyjoe is one of those repetitions of a word 
noticed above (1264a 13), coming from yewpyotvras in the 
line before. yewpyjoe dvo oixias is a most improbable 
expression. No doubt we should read oikjoe, as in 1265b 26 
dvo oixias oixetv. Cf. Newman, w.s. , 

In the next line I suggest ard tijs <idias> yijs cal tov 
avTav KAypwv. 
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1269a 17 In od yap «.7.A. insert 6 Sjpos. PBAaByoerar 
particularly requires this, but’ even apeAynoerar is not very 
suitable to one man, as there is no need for him to gain 
anything at all. Cf. xowdv ayabov in 12686 31. 


12696 22 G01 yap axoAdorws mpds aracav dxoaciav Kai 
Tpuyv. 

This use of wpds (dxoAdorws mpos akoAaciav) can hardly 
be paralleled and does not seem to me Greek. Several 
times in the context we find dmémevor or aveors, and I 
believe that for axoAdorws we should read dvepévws, an 
adverb found in Hth. 3. 5. 1ll4a 5. Cf. 1326a 28 
dveynevny (aoAwv) pos 7d 7AHGos. See again on 1264a 13. 


ub. 38 xpyoysor . . . ovdev Hoav woTep ev Erépats TOAETW 
can only mean (1272a 41) ‘not useful, as they have been 
elsewhere,’ not ‘no more useful than elsewhere.’ The 
latter would require domep ovdé (1277a 11). 


12706 10 Aoav is not compatible with éuritrovow. Other 
imperfects here do not justify this particular one. If 
Aristotle meant to use it, why did he not write évémrurrov !- 
joav and eioiy are sometimes confused and probably we 
‘should read the latter. 


1271a 3 The middle kxaradwpodoxovmevor is perhaps only 
due to a middle participle following and should be -doxotvres 
The two alleged parallels are very insecure (Ar. Frogs. 361, 
Dem. 19, 329). Cf. on Hth. 7. 12. 1153a 12. 


1272a 18 aré wavtwv yap Tov ywopevwv Kaptav TE Kal 
Booknparuwv Snpooiwy Kat éx tTdv ddopwv 4 


ab. 41 oddev yap Anjppards TL Tots Koopors Should perhaps 
be Anpparos (é0)T1, eo have been lost after os. But ef. 
Magna Moralia 2. 6. 1203a 11 & pydev ayabdv tT trapyer. 


12736 5 det rots dvvapévovs dpirra apyew (MSS. dpiorap- 
xeiv) Tovrous ape. 
Another repetition (here anticipation) of a word. Aris- 


totle wrote dpurra cyoAdfew. Cf. lines 7 and a25 and 33, 
12716 5, 1334a 9. 
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1b. 11 pi tov atrov mpoordrrew, Or mpoordrrew py Tov 
avrov. 


1b. 40 Is 7d ras dpyas aiperas possible without éyev or 
some such word ? 


1274a 30 Aé€yovor . . . Adyovres has all the appearance 
of erroneous repetition or anticipation. 


1b. 38 The genitives are very strange. Should they be 
accusatives ? 


; 


Book T 


1275a 3 gor ydp tis Os x.T.X. 


€or. yap doris (or Tis doris) is what we should expect, no 
definite person being meant. 


ib. 10 Perhaps otrw yap adv trdpyxor wai rots «.7.A. the 
confusion of otrw and rodro, yép and yap av (as in 128la 
16) being familiar: The subject of trapyo will be 7d 
moXirnv <ivar (understood). In 14 dAAd may come from 
12 or 16 and be a mere intruder. 


1b. 33 6 padwor av epappooas woXirns eri mdvtas Tous 
Aeyopévovs woditas oxeddv TowotTes eat. 


mwoditns I take to be another anticipation of a word 
just coming (zoAiras). It is both awkward and incorrect. 
The real word must have been such as bpuo pds or dvopicpés, 
asinO613 and 31. Cf. 1276b 25 xowds tis (Adyos) epap- 
pooe maow: Nic. Hth. 5. 7. 11384b 33 6 airds dppocer 
duopiopos: Phys. 3. 1. 201b 14 and 4. 1. 209a 9 6 ards 
(ep )appocer Adyos : M. M. 1. 20.1191a 11 6 airis éf’ Exdorw 
TOUTWV Stopurpos a dppooet, and ib. 11826 34: Eth. Eud. 7. 2. 
1236a 26 otk rid mbes évds Adyov: Topics often : 
Theophr. fragm. 1. 88 and fragm. 58. 


1275b 8 Read add’ 7 for dAdd. There were no xvprat 
éxxAnoia, (as the Athenian terminology went), only 
ovykAnrot. 
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1b. 33 wai for 7? So perhaps in 19 (see c. n.). 


1276a 15 The logic of the passage calls for od daréov or 
for daréov 7) ov daréov, as in 1282b 9. Perhaps é« should, 
be added before ris zoAureias 


1b. 17 was mote how im the world is much too strong, 
and 25 suggests that dre, not és, is the word we really 
want. Should we write zws after (or near) oikelos? és 
Kat wore seems also possible. 


ab. 25 of advOpwroe occurring two or three times in the 


context, it is likely that we should have it here too, 7.2. 


évOpwrwv immediately following rar. 

In 34 rév airav awkwardly anticipates what is put 
hypothetically in the next line (ws av x«.7.A., cf. 40) and 
is probably an error for rév avOpazwv. 


ab. 40 rhv dt wodw Erépav. 


Why is this taken for granted? Since the question was 
started in 25, nothing has been said as yet about any change 
of constitution. We come to that in the next sentence 
only. If therefore Aristotle wrote with care, he should 
have qualified these words with an ¢ otrws érvyev, an 
iows, or something similar. 


1277a 24 rewnv <av>! Cf. Newman’s note. As it is, 
dre py) Tupavvot distinctly implies various times, two at 
the very least, when he had not been tyrant. 


1b, 30 duddrepa is, as Newman points out, a mistake for 
érepa, due to duddorepa in 31. Similar errors not far off 
are dvayxaiwy in 1278a 11 (dAXwv Bernays): davev 2b. 14 
due to davepov in 13 and either a mistake for something 
else or simply to be omitted (was it once aird yap 76 
gavev'? Cf. Plato Gorg. end 76 Adyw TO viv wapadpavevtt): 
and zoduteias, a v.l. for BonOeias, 1278b 20, due seemingly 
to zoAurixov in 19. 


12776 6 Scholars who adopt tore wéev—rore S€ for tov peév 
and rov € forget that ore wev—ore dé is the Aristotelian 
form. 


————— 
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1278a 25 év @nBats 3é vopos Hv rov b€éxa érav py arécyy- 
pévov THS Gyopas pi peTéexe apis. 

Newman’s suggestion <d:a> déxa érav appears necessary, 
unless we are to read érn. In such a phrase the genitive 
cannot in good Attic express duration of time. Plato 
Gorg. 516 D tva avrod déxa érav py axovoeav THs Pwvyns does 
not mean that they were to go on during ten years not hear- 
ing his voice, but that{they were not to hear it once in (we 
sometimes say during, but in a different sense), ten years. 
Ar. Lysist. 280 é& érév dXovros is not ‘ remaining unwashed 
for six years,’ but ‘not washed once in six years.’ So 
Plato Laws 7988 akivnto. yévwvtar paxpdv Kal moAddv 
xpovwv, and Herod. 4. 151 érra dé éréwy peta tara ovx te 
THv @ypnv. Our words would mean not having stopped 
away from the agora once in ten years, or possibly having 
once in ten years not stopped away (but gone), and we may 
be sure this is not what Aristotle intended to say. 


In late Greek the genitive is sometimes used for duration 
of time (e.g. Lucian 8. 10. 2; 42. 3; 46. 24; Pausan. 
5. 24.9; Diog. L. 2. 7 and 23), but that is another thing. 
There too the accusative also occurs in such negative 
sentences as the present, e.g. Plut. Mor. 602 ovdapod 
petéotn TorovTov xpovov, which we must not alter. 


1280a@ 11 Victorius’ doxet 7d ivov Sixaov elvac iS very 
attractive, especially in view of xal 76 dvicov x.7.r. I have 
thought also of tcov ri 7d Sixasov, as in 12826 18, but the 
other seems better. 1310a 30 no doubt supports the text 
here, but is itself doubtful. 


128la 26 The words are slightly disarranged. d:apza- 


> er a ‘ / uv] 
lwo Kat adatp@vTar TA KTHpaTa | 


ib. 41 ddgevev dv Aver Oar Kai tw’ exe amopiav, taxa Sé Kav 
dAnGeav. 

The attempts to explain or emend this have not been 
very satisfactory. dopiav has every appearance of being 
right (droAoyiav Immisch after Wilamowitz), whereas 
AverGar is puzzling. In the sense of Avew dzopiav clear up, 
solve, dispel a difficulty, it cannot be applied to a simple, 
straightforward proposition beginning with'én. Hth. 7. 12. 
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1153a 23 76 dé... Averot is not parallel, for rd dé «.7.r. is 
an objection or argument propounded, not a thesis main- 
tained. In the sense of disprove it is obviously impossible 
here. Perhaps ¢d or xaA@s A€éyeoOar should be substituted. 
Cf. 1282a 14 od ravra tatra r€éyerar Kad@s, and such a 
phrase is frequent in Aristotle. In Plutarch Moralia 375 B 
diadeyopera, is now corrected to diadvopeva., Perhaps the 
loss of ed or xadAds led to the corruption of the verb. I 
hardly think AéyecOax could stand alone here, but that also 
may be worth considering. 


12816 5 Would Aristotle say that a number of men 
collected together do become one man with many feet and 
hands? dorep cannot be taken as modifying this, for it 
only corresponds to ovrw and is not a qualifying word. We 
expect therefore yiverOat . . . <olov> éva avOpwrov. aamep 
should perhaps precede yiveo@Oau. 


1282a 37 trav 8 pnbévrwv Exactros pdpiov éote TovTwr 
A€yw Se pdpiov Tov BovAeuTnV K.7.A. 


If anything was added to A¢yw Sé, it would naturally be 
tous pyGévras or an equivalent, not popiov, for it is trav 
pn0évrwv that he is explaining. Should pdpiov be omitted ? 


1283a 3 ém... wav ayafdv mpos wav av ein cvpBAnrov. 
9? A Aloe , \¢ my . , > 7 
et yap wadAov To Ti peyeOos, Kat dAws av TO péyeHos evaptAXovV 
cin Kat mpos mAodrov Kal mpds éAcvOepiav. ... Tordvde yap 
peyeBos ei Kpetrrov To~ovd«, Too ovde OnAOV ws Loov. 


Just as Plato argues that it is not any and every 
difference between man and woman that should debar the 
latter from the occupations of men, so Aristotle has been 
arguing here that it is not any and every excellence, the 
possession of any and every thing good, that can serve as a 
claim to political rights or to anything else on which the 
excellence in question has no bearing. Otherwise, he says, 
every good thing would be comparable and commensurable 
with every other, that is (I suppose) as a foundation of 
rights of any kind. Then comes «i yap pa@ddAov «.t.d., 
which is extremely obscure. Some think that paddov 
means ‘ more a foundation of rights than wealth and free 
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birth.’ But both ‘a foundation of rights’ and the rest are 
very difficult to supply. Newman understands paAAov 
to be paAAov ayaddv, but here again the adjective dyaov is 
hard to supply, especially as dyafdv in the preceding 
sentence is a substantive, and it is also far from clear with 
what 76 ri péyeOos is compared. Now two or three times 
just before this passage Aristotle has mentioned beauty 
(xaAXos), good birth, and wealth as being dyad, and I am 
disposed to think that padXdov is a corruption of xaddv. 
He tells us in 1326a and elsewhere that size is an element 
in beauty. jpéyefos therefore, not previously mentioned 
apart, comes in here under the head of xaAAos which he has 
mentioned, and this makes its sudden appearance more 
natural. The confusion in MSS. of caA\ora with padiora, 
of xaé\Xtov and kaAdv with paddXov, is quite familiar. 


In rocdvde péyebos ci kpetrrov rocovee it is clear that, if 
Togove€e iS Tocovde peyeOous, the words are idle and unmean- 
ing ; on the other hand we have no right to understand it 
as meaning a certain quantity of another thing. Editors 
therefore tend to omit the word altogether, always a very 
unsatisfactory resource, unless we can explain plausibly 
how a word or words came to be inserted. Newman, who 
omits it, also suggests reading dya6ov for péyefos. péyeBos 
might be a wrong repetition of the peydovs just preceding, 
and the suggestion is quite reasonable. But the sense 
would still be incomplete. We do not want merely ‘if 
this amount of good is better than that amount,’ but ‘if 
this amount of one good is better than that amount of 
another good,’ the gist of the whole discussion being the 
relation of different good things to one another. What is 
really needed in the sentence, I think, is not the omission 
or alteration of péyefos but the insertion of another 
substantive after rocotée. Mindful of wealth being men- 
tioned above among other good things, I suggest rocdvée 
yap méyeOos «i Kpetrrov Torotde <mAovTou>. 


tb. 30 duappieByroter tpdrov twa Stxaiws wavres, dadOs 
dé ov wavtes Sikaiws. 


Can od ravres be right? It implies that one claim at 
least is just dwA@s. That could only be the claim of dpery, 
G 
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but 12835 20-35 shows that even it is not in Aristotle’s 
view legitimate. dAds 8 mavres od dixaiws is an easy 
change, but perhaps zdvres should be omitted as accident- 
ally repeated from the clause before. daAds 8€ od dixaiws, 
makes a good antithesis to rpdrov twa dixaiws. Cf. 1301a 
36 éxovoi Tt wacat Sixatov, juaptnméevat 0 amdds ciow. 


1b. 42 &s <ovpravrwv> AapBavopévwv ? Cf. b 34 ody as 
Kal’ éxactov GAN’ ws dOpdovs and 1281b 2 ody as Exaarov GAN 
as ovpravras. At present ws is very oddly used. 


12835 24 ye is in an impossible place. It might follow 
aAnOos or go before raird in the preceding line. But with 
eivat or etvae det it has nothing to do. 


1284a 25 ob yap eOédew airov dyew tiv Apyo pera tov 
dAXwv ws trepBadXovta TOAD TOV TAWTYpOV. 

Who would suppose from this that oi aGAAo and of zAw- 
thpes were the same, or again that Heracles was himself 
for a time one of the crew, unless indeed it is meant that 
he was never taken at all? pera trav tAWTHpwv Tav aAdAwv 
or tav dd\Awv tAwtypwv? Cf. on 13305 26. We might 
also think of & 7. rév ovprAwrnpwv, but this is less 
likely. 


1285a 9 xretvar yap ov kvpios, et pn & Tur Bacrreia is 
another case of a word repeated from the context. Baowr«éa 
occurs just before. I suppose Aristotle to have written év 
TW Kaip@, avayKy, or something similar. 


1286a 12 zws, which is wanting in some MSS., should 
perhaps stand after 7Ai@uov. Cf. on 1276a 17. 


ib. 32 KaOdrep <yap>? yap and wapa are sometimes con- 
fused, and the confusion is even easier than it seems ; so 
after rep a ydép might easily fall out. 

1286) 35 dye pév, or ioydv pv éxew t Cf. on 13266 41. 

12876 13 $y for dé? 


1b. 31 Kat airots? cf. 33. 
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ib. 39 I think now (see Newman’s note) that 8¢avoy 
<rovro> would not do very well. Something however does 
seem wanting, ¢.g. kal Sikaov Kat cvppepov <adXo dAAots>. 


1288a 3 GAX’ ws abrov dvta vopov ? 
ib. 11 % for kai? 


Book H 


1323a 34 The dorep in dorep ravtes is probably an 
accidental repetition (not standing for anything else) of 
aorep in 33. Fhet. 1. 6. 1363a 9-11 does not justify the 
phrase here. So in 1327a 23 zpdés seems to come from 21, 
and 1b. b 34 xai from 33: 12926 32 and 12946 37 the 
second éfetva: and é£whev from the first. 

Cf. perhaps airds and ravras in 13236 15-16. 


Two lines above giArdrovs and diAovs look like alterna- 
tives. 


13236 8 ra éxrds exe Tépas, domep dpyavev Tu wav Oé 7d 
xpyo mov €or <épyavov> or <dpyavov> éorev 4 


ab. 14 xara tiv trepoxnv jnvrep eiAnxe Sudotacw mpds 
Gd\Anrka dv gapev. aitas elvar diabécas? At present zpds 
dAAnAa is much out of place. airds and ravtas seem two 
versions of one word, unless for the latter we are to read 
- rovavtas (Bernays). With _bmrepoxiy qvrep Siactacw cf. 
1324a 23 wodirelav....xal Hv rag. 


1324a 27 aiperds seems inadequate after aiperwraros in 
26. Should we write padAov aiperds (or aipetds paGAXov) 7 
for aiperds 7 paAAovt But 7 wadXAov is common in Aristotle. 


tb. 29 dirooddor, like dvdpds in 40% That it is povos 
prrocogos needs no asserting, when its rival is mohurixos kai 
mpaxtixds. The Bios Gewpytiucds may be mpaxtixds (13250 
16 foll.) but not vice versa. 


ib. 40 ef Exdorys yap dperis ovk elvar mpd£ets «.7.X. 


ap for éf'? mpages, Or mparrew, ax’ dperns is a regular 
Aristotelian phrase (1332a 12) in the Ethics ete. 
G 2 
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. 13246 32 Read riv modurixiv Seororixyy, not rhv 6. 7m. 
Cf. 1325a 27. ’ 


1325a 13 kai for 7! 


‘4b, 39 Assuming trodoyiety to stand for irodoyilew, we 
may perhaps put down the false active form to the 
influence of ¢povrifew which follows. Cf. on Nic. Eth. 
1153a 12. 


1325b 3 xadas tas mpages évdexerar eivar. 


So much care is taken in Book u to avoid hiatus that 
we may reasonably shift a word or two here and there to 
secure that end. Here therefore read xadas évdéxerat. 
1327a 28 for det etvor read efvar det, as 1b.b9. 13296 41 
in éreidy) ovre Kkowjnv gdapev etvac put Kowyjy before ovre. 
1332b 39 obd& vopifer etvar xpeirrwy should probably be 
ovd eva. Cf. on 1341a 20. These passages are useful as 
encouraging us to alter the order of words elsewhere, 
e.g. 13236 14 above, on other grounds. 


ib. 32 dvOpwros, due to dvOpérwv in 31, should be 
moNitais So dvOpwros (vopors kat avOpurois) is a false echo 
in. Plat. Prot. 327 c, where read duxaornpiors. 


1326a 2 Bedrriwv 1 
132606 41 per after tots. Cf. 13300 2. 


1328a 20 0d yap rHv airiy axpiBeav Set Cyretv dua Te TOV 
Adywv Kal Tov ywopévov dua THs aicOnoews. 


axpiBea would be a quality of the Adyou themselves, as it 
is of ra ywopeva 8. 7. ai. did therefore cannot be right 
with trav Adywv. It is an anticipation of the other dé and 
has taken the place of éi. In Index 20b 34 Bonitz cites 
two examples of ézi rod Adyov just before quoting the 
present passage. Cf. on 1305a 37. 


1328b 40 rods péAAovras érecOar is at once imperfectly 
expressed and after rots aoAfras wholly superfluous. 
Should we not read rots pédAovtas éverOar woditas after 


inv? 
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1329a 34 éwed... mpére tHv Te Oepareiay dmodiddvar Tots 
Geois kal tiv avaravow exew epi avrods Tovs bia Tov xpdvor 
dreipnKotas, TovTovs av €tn Tals tepwovvats arodoTéov. 

rovrovs and the dative for rovrous and the accusative is 
not the only mistake here. davdravow €xew epi aitovs is 
somewhat incongruous in idea and expression ; also, instead 
of giving a reason for ras iepwovvas arodoréor, it is just the 
same statement in other words. The real reasons for 
making old men the priests are (1) that priests are needed, 
(2) that the old men need relief from ordinary work. 
Read therefore rovros tas wept adtois iepwotvas arodoréov. 


Cf. Hth, 8. 9. 1160a 24. 


1330a 14 xpos ras éoyarids and mpds tHv méAw have no 
business with a 7d apiece. The two articles come perhaps 
from 76 occurring three times just before. They could not 
be right here, unless the two parts had been so described 
before, whereas the meaning is quite different. Omit 7d 
therefore in both places. 


tb. 22 pH ocvpperéxerv Bovdjs tov rpds adtods mor€gpwv. 

Considering how often Aristotle has BovAy and BovAcivo- 
pat wept, it is most unlikely that repi was here deliberately 
omitted. Still more unlikely is it that’ in 13226 87 zepi 
TO BovAevopevov ciow tov Kowov can be right. That Bovdry 
should take a genitive is in itself, however improbable, just 
conceivable, for we do find simple genitives in Greek some- 
times after all sorts of substantives that in English need 
to be followed by a preposition ; but it is incredible that 
BovAevouor should. Presumably zepé must be added in 
both places. 


1b. 26 pdduora pev (avayKy)... SovrAovs eivar, pyre dpo- 
dirwv révrov pyre Ovwoedav. 

About these genitives too there is great difficulty. 
They are certainly not partitive or possessive. The point 
to secure is not that the people or peoples from whom the 
' slaves come shall not be éuddvAo, but that the slaves 
themselves shall not be so. Should we read zavrwv dvrwv 
(or évrwy instead of wdvrwv), an irregular genitive absolute 
like that in 13356 24 éay 8€ tice yivytar rapa tatra ovvdv- 


. 
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acOévrwv, Where tigi and cvvdvacbevtwv refer to the same 
persons? Or ought we to substitute accusatives? The 
change would be greater than in 1274a 38. 


ab. 37 I do not now think that car’ évyyv for kararvyxdvew 
would be satisfactory. Something like Susemihl’s rod 
émitndeiav before eivac seems wanted. xadyyv or as BeAriornv 
would do as well as émurydecav. 

In what Greek writer or grammar did Immisch find 
authority for the form zpocdvrnv? Perhaps the same that 
authorised xaOdAws (see his note on 13416 20). 


13306 26 dvoefodos yap exéwy rots Eevixois Kat Suoefepevvy- 
Tos Tois émiTienevors. 

We have a difficulty here like that in 13280 40, 41 (ef. 
on 1284a 25). rots €. and rots é. are the same people. 
Adopting Jackson’s dvce/codos, which is certainly right, we 
might read rots €. émitiMenévors Kai dvoeEepevvyntos, Or some- 
thing similar. 

ab. 37 Kai ovpBaivey évdexerart Kai évdéxerar Kal oup- 


Baiver? 


13316 39 This puzzling chapter would run more con- 
secutively if orc pév ov . . . trapxovons (1332a 3) were 
placed after ravras dwAd@s in 1332a 25. At both points 
there would be clear gain. 


13326 19 éxovres ? 


1b. 27 +o re yap toov dikaov Kal radrov (equality and 
identity of rights are just) ? 

1333a 17 otk éxov, éxer being due to éye: preceding ? 

1334@ 28 It is hardly reasonable to defend de? dixaroovvys 
with an accusative of the person by a few such uses in 


poetry. Such a defence is really in this case of no value 
atall, Coraes added peréxe. Perhaps rvyxavew. 


4b. 36 <rov> py SivacGat, as in the next line? 


13346 13 ‘Generation to start with and the (proximate) 
end from any beginning have another end in view. The 


i cael 
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sense would be clearer if we added re after » and put 
éori(v) before adAov. 


1b. 22 Oupods yap Kai BovAnoars, Ere bé éerOvpla Kai yevomevors 
evOds imdpxer Tots TaLdiors. 

Surely érifvpia is out of its place. Hither éri. yap kai 
B., or 0. yap Kat ériO., ér. 5€ BovAnors. But the ascription of 
BovAnots to 76 GXoyov and new-born children is strange. 


1335a 29 7 pixpov <aapadAarrovras>? In 30 write <)> 
avlevéts, as in 36. 


13356 40 drav 7 Kal rpocayopevOn mdars. 

What is the point of the distinction between the two 
verbs ? 

I have thought of édrav <évip>y, in which dvyp might 
easily get lost. dvjp would contrast with less responsible 
youth. 


1336a 6 dyev <eis> or <apos> tiv mw. vw? Mr. Newman 
tells me he too has arrived at this conclusion. Oddly 
enough in 1332) 3 the dyew is missing (Susemihl). 


ab. 18 é6iZew three times and each time at the end of its 


clause can hardly be right. I should like to omit the first 


and put pév after (not before) the second. So in 09 pe 
should probably follow éAevOepov. 


1336) 7 pévro for pév odv? 


1b. 10 ariiors seems to me an anticipation of the next 
line. I suggest dveideot or Adyous. Plato Laws 847 A xoda- 
Covrwy dveideoi te Kai atipias (Newman). 


tb. 17 mpos 88 rovrous apinow 6 vopos K.T.X. 

Aristotle can hardly mean that divine worship in general 
(ripadrdeiv rods Geovs) is left to adult males exclusively : he 
must be speaking of certain rites and occasions only. If 
too he meant the former, he would naturally say, not that 
the law allowed men to perform worship for wives and 
children, but that it allowed worship to none but men. 
Perhaps therefore zpds 8 rovrors, the emphasis of which is 
also a little strange, should be wapa dé rovrois, as in 16. No 
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doubt tipadrdeiv rods Geovs becomes rather awkward at the 
end of the sentence, but not more so than in 1288) 12 
puds after év drdoas .. . erurrypaus. 


ib. 20 Neither vowobernréov nor Geréov can be right. The 
latter is not so used, at any rate in prose; both give the 
wrong sense of making them spectators instead of allowing 
them to be. Jackson’s civa: éaréov seems what we want, but 
to avoid hiatus the words should be re-arranged, e.g. eivas 
Gearas éaréov. It would be easy to add also vépw or vopobérn. 
It is curious that both this passage and 42a 17 should be 
wrong. 


1b. 27 For &s read dcov, comparing 1339a 38. The 
confusion is common. 


ib. 38, 39 pera is in both places quite illogical and 
impossible. Not the time after each period but that 
during each period is meant. Apparently, as elsewhere, 
pera has taken the place of xard. Cf. the use of xara in 
13356 32. 


Book ® 


1337a 18 Read 76 BéAtiov 700s. Superlative and com- 
parative are often confused. 


ib. 34 4 <épOi> madeia? ora for éoriv would be good 
enough in itself, but the hiatus makes it unlikely. 7 68 
mawdeta tis €otac Would have been obvious to write. 


1338) 4 émei 5 havepov . . . raidevréov civat. 


Such a construction with davepov, cadés, etc. is not 
recognised in dictionaries and grammars. The only parallels 
which I know are Thuc. 8. 87. 4 éuoi pévror Soxet cadéorarov 
eivat. . . TO vauTiKov ovK ayayeiv (where the grammar is not 
the only objection, as cadéorarov eivar is hardly consistent 
with ovdé fpadvov «idévor in 2) and [Dem.] 44. 56 qdavepov 
ipiv éorw, © avdpes Sixacrai, ra Stapaptvpovpeva py €lvar 
GAnO7, Kat wap avtots ye TovTos dpodoyetra. This last and 
the Politics passage would not be hard to emend (perhaps 
by adding 70 to the infinitive in both), but the words of 
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Thucydides are more difficult to deal with. The Problems 
32. 13. furnish prima facie another parallel, but see below 
on p. 152 (and also on p. 149). 


1b. 16 «i d€ (not re)? After ravryv we can hardly do 
without pddAiora or an equivalent. 


tb. 25 ews pev adtolt rpoondpevov traits diAoroviats. 

It is a fallacy to suppose that airoé here can = povoi, a 
fallacy which turns on the double sense of alone. ‘I doa 
thing alone’ may mean either that I do it by myself or 
that I am the only person who ever does it. It is in the 
former sense that in good Attic aitds = povos = alone. 
Such a use as Theocr. 10. 19. truddds & od airds 5 IAodros 
GX Kat Adppdvtictos “Epws is (I think) not Attic. Here 
therefore ydvo has to be added, as Eucken proposed. 


In 28 not pdvov but povovs seems needed. Cf. 37. 


1339a 19 rdrrovow should, I think, be zparrovew. rarrw 
without further specification by means of év or eis (as in 
6 19, 13376 29, 1338a 14 and 23) or something similar is 
an incomplete expression. For zpdrrovow cf. 13376 18, 
13396 9, 13416 11. 


1b. 36 peradapBavew THs HOovas Kal THs pabhoews. 

This is really indefensible. Listening to other people’s 
music is a very strange way of sharing in the pd6yors 
involved and it has just been implied quite distinctly that 
the listener does not necessarily share in it (rivos dv évexa 
Séor pavOdvew abrovs; cf. 62). As pavOdvew occurs just 
before and pdéyos just afterwards, pabyjoews looks like 
another case of mechanical repetition, standing probably 
for dvaraioews (cf. 16, 615 and 28 foll., 42, and else- 
where). 


1340a 14 One would think airéy belonged properly to 
Tov pipnoewv in 12. Cf. adryy in 27 and airois in 39 (where 
Tois péAcow advrois is quite different in sense from trav 
peAGv airav here). In all three places it should mean 
unaided, by itself. Cf. on 13386 25. 
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tb. 21 For 7Oixav read 76av, as in 29, 33, 39. 7Ouxa is 
not so used. 


1b. 34 Kai ratra... rabeow would be better after npéua 
in 30. It is quite needless and pointless where it stands. 


134la 8 For xpyoas and pabyoes what we seem to 
seem to want is doxjoes and mpdges. palyoes May come 
from pd@yow in 10 and 6, xpyoes possibly from dypygrov 
in 7. 


ab. 20, 24, 26 We have three cases of hiatus in which 
the word airds is concerned. Almost certainly these must 
be errors. In 20 read rovrwyv for airdy, in 24 évavriov aire 
for air@ évavriov, in 26 avrod rv xpjnow. Cf. on 13250 3. 


13416 31 vopixds deAwper. 


voukas is not used in this way. Read Aoyixds, Aristotle's 
technical term. The frequent confusion in MSS. of vopos 
and Adyos is well-known. 


1342a 9 Without entering on a discussion of this 
passage and without denying that there are difficulties in 
every explanation of it, I will say briefly that I incline to 
distinguish 7a tepa wéAy here from ra éfopyialovta thy Wuyyv 
and to make the former, not the latter, cathartic. There 
is certainly something to be said for Sauppe’s correction of 
kabaptixa in 15 to zpaxtixa ; it will be another mechanical 
repetition. 


ib. 17 Cf. on 13365 20. ypiobar éaréov (Ed. Mueller) 
gives the right sense (cf. 26); éaréov xpjoGa will avoid 
hiatus. | 


13426 3 d8yArot 8 % zoinors would come better, I think, 
after 76 zpérov in 6. Then down to 6 music is spoken of 
continuously, and dyAot 8 % zoinots followed by reference 
to the dithyramb and Philoxenus. 


7b. 25 In the same way as peOvotixas AapBdvwv airds 
should be moved, so as to follow dvvayw in 26. At present 
the construction of deipyxvias seems to fail and it is hard 
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to translate ; then the force of os will be carried on to it. 
Moreover Plato does not really use the word peOvortixal, 
but ocvprorikai, which is not the same thing. 


Book A 


12886 18 pybev Frrov would be grammatical, if we put 
it at the end of the sentence after dvvayu, so as to join it 
with the infinitive. Coraes’ rapackevacar ye is not very 
satisfactory. We might expect rather rod ye taidorpiBov. 


12896 10 éyew? 


ib. 16 GAAd is somewhat odd (éAX’ ov Coraes) and perhaps 
only comes from dAAy in 15. I have also thought doubt- 
fully of dua S¢, as dd\Ad and dpa get confused. 


ib. 38 Kara tovs woA€uous, mpds being an anticipation ? 


1290a 8 Read ravras. It is the offices themselves 
(6 4, etc.) that are distributed, not the arrangement of 
them. 

In what follows put Adyw 8’ ofov . . . edrdpwv after pere- 
XovTov. 


1b. 18 Sypoxparias genitive, like éAvyapxias, Bopéov, vorovt 
1b, 37 pev after dALyou. 


ib. 39 Read wodAois for ddAows. In 1293a 24 the MSS. 
vary between dAAwy and roAdov. 


1291a 29 Kxeywpiopévors? The adverb seems not to occur 
elsewhere. 


12916 1 rév rodtrév seems probable. Cf. on 12985 24. 
In 1300a 26 wodtrav for wodurixGv is necessary. 


1292a 33 det yap Tov pev vopov adpxev <tav Kxafodov> 
rdvrwv, Tat de Kal’ Exacta Tas dpyds ? Without this addition 
the words hardly make sense. «xaG0Aov in 37 also points to 
it. Cf. 1286a@ 10 Soxotor . . . 7d Kadddov povov of vdpor 
Aéyew and 26. 23 foll. 
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12926 21 Read the aorist weraBadovres. 


ib. 36 <rovbs> Svvapévous. tovs lost after rou. 
12946 16 Read not rodro, as in 15, but radro. 


1295a 27 ovyxpivw seems in other respects too an ill- 
chosen word, but with regard to (29) Biov.. . weracyeiv it 
is most strange, for this amounts to comparing a thing with 
itself or rather two things with themselves, the best 
(practicable) constitution and life with the (best) life and 
constitution possible for most men and states. The latter 
are only the former put in a slightly different phrase, and 
comparison is impossible. ovyxpivovor seems a mistake for 
ovvtetvovar making an effort, a good Aristotelian word. 


12956 31 otre trav adAotpiwy... ovre THs TovTwr (1.2. 
ovctas). 
. The reverse irregularity occurs Eth, 4. 1. 1120a 2 4 tis 
ovatas. bOopa, ds Tod Lhv ba TovTwv ovons: Ar. Plutus 503. 
1298a 1 rotro 8 éori rivas det * 


12986 24 rév rodurdv? Cf. on 12910 4. It is not likely 
that ot yvwpiwor of 35 would be called zodAurixoé here, a word 
which Aristotle hardly uses quite in this way. rév zodurav 
is partitive. 

1299a 2 If de. . . dwpicbau is right, at any rate de 
must not divide ris woAtreias from rod Kupiov. 


ab. 14 Some word, say oxewapevous, is needed to intro- 
duce the indirect question zotats x.7.A. Cf. on 12996 12. 


vb. 37 The construction of ras pev diadeirev is also very 
halting, but may perhaps stand. I have thought of 


dtaXetrovras. 


12996 12 ocvvayo from ovveyew immediately following is 
a very clear case of erroneous repetition or anticipation. 
cvvidot has been suggested and may well be right. 


13006 23 cuvaddAaypdtwov <rov> ? 


ib. 31 dAAo <dé>? Such an omission as that in 1292a 1 
(Newman) is very different. 
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Book E 


13016 5 dpyat peév ovv as eirety atrat Kai rnyal Tov oTATEwY 
eiowv. 

as eireiv with dpxai is open to two objections, (1) that it is © 
used mainly, though not exclusively, to qualify some general 
statement with was, ovde/s, etc. not to excuse some notice- 
able word ; (2) that dpyai is a very ordinary word not 
calling for notice and excuse. I conjecture’ therefore 
<mracav> as «ively . . . Tov oTdcewv, Comparing 1304b 6 
mepi macas Tas TONLTEias al dpxai Kal aitiar Tov oTAcewv and 


ib. 17. Or as eiwety might follow rnyai. Cf. p. 116. 


1303a 17 77 dépyn? Cf. 13096 1, 1287b 30 and note 
above. 


1303b 22 <rav> é& rats dpxais évrwv ? ray lost after 
craciacavrwv, aS in 1300b 23 above. The youths’ cannot 
have been in office themselves, and with rév the genitive 
gives their class and families. 

Two lines above yévwvrat should perhaps be yivwvrau. 


1304a@ 35 pépos kat zAnOos Sroovodtv? drotovotv should 
qualify both nouns. 


1305@ 37 peraBaddovor dia db0 pariora Tpdrous. 

dua is quite unsuitable to tpdrovs and comes from the 
words just before. Read xara. Cf. on 1328a 20. 

13056 30 airoé for otro ? 


1306a 7 7 otro gives no good sense. Read % airoé and 
put it before zpos (7) adroi pds atrovs). 

13066 2 airovs after dore or deOjvan ? 

ab. 9 The anacoluthon is very marked. I conjecture 
something like <ei kai ixavév or paxpdv> 7d Taxbev mparov 
Tipnpa. 


1307) 31. eiwep? It seems more proper, and dorep may 
come from 33. Eur. Jph. Aul. 947 dozep must be eizep. 
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13086 19 daodnpuytixas roreic Oar Tas Tapactaces abtov. 


This odd phrase (1) takes removal for granted (rds) and 
(2) implies that it might just as well be partial as complete. 


13096 30 raird? Cf. on 12946 16. 


1310a 30 Both the clause itself and still more perhaps 
the next one (icov dé x.7.A.) seem to require 76 pév yap ioov 
dixavov Soxet elvar. Cf. on 1280a 11. Unless (70) ivov is 
the subject, itis difficult to see any coherence in igov 6¢ 
K.T.X. 


13116 16 Bapéws éyeav, as in 9% Cf. however yaderds 
hépew with dative. 


ab, 23 An accusative is badly wanted for dedOetpay to 
govern and for rév wept... duvacredas to depend on. 
Should not zoAAoi be zoAAovs ? In 27 the accusative comes 
before the nominative and in 34 the persons killed or con- 
spired against are the persons mentioned. 


13126 13 ovorncavrev (v.l. cverdvrwv) without an object 
is hardly possible and the context (10 and 1313a@ 1) 
strongly suggests oraciacdvrwv. The mistake may be an 
ordinary corruption, but is probably due to ovoravres 
following almost immediately. In oi 6¢ cvoravres airév the 
genitive is obscure, but the words cannot mean ‘their band 
of confederates’ (Newman). That would need airois, for 
a genitive cannot (except in one or two special cases, e.g. 
ot tpooykovtes avtav) be thus attached to a participle. Itis 
difficult to take airév as meaning the Syracusans, ‘ others 
of them.’ Should airav follow rupavvis (<i> tvpavvis airéav, 
for 7 seems desirable in any case) ? 


1b. 19 For det rovrwv idpyew, which is really a misuse 
of det as though it meant the same as dvdyxy éori, read det 
tovtwv trdpxe. In 12966 7 the same correction is now 
accepted and in 1314b 29 Spengel’s dct for def is very 
probable. 


1313a 39 ws ofov re makes no good sense where it stands. 
It would be better (though not at all wanted) in the next 
line with the infinitives; and better a great deal with 
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€EVAVTLWTATOVUS (rpomrovs TOVS <WS OLOV TE> évavTwwTdTous) ve 
lines above, for as ofdv re is often attached to superlatives. 


13136 19 pyre pvdaxi tpépytar kai would be much better 
away. The sense is quite unsuitable, and the doubtful 
combination pyre . . . xai adds to the difficulty. 


1314a 26 BovAnpara should be Bovdrciyata. What is 
meant is obviously not the tyrants’ wishes, but their various 
plans and devices for making themselves safe and strong. 
The two words are often confused, e.g. Plato Gorg. 481 &, 
Ar. Av, 993. 


181669 SinxeteGar . . . hetxpnorov ovra does not seem 
Greek, Should we read <ws> 7. ovra? 


1b. 16 Kai... edxatadpdvyros, separating the two clauses 
with their plural verbs, cannot be relevant and right here. 
It would stand fairly well after réyov in 22. 


1b. 29 éyévero 7. pev'? 7. pev eyevero 4 


13160 8 ri yap airn<rotro> paddAov . . . rérovbev? Cf. 
1294 b 16, 17. 


1b.15 adda must be dAN 7. The mistake is common. 


Boox Z 


1317 b 6 Put Kat rotr’ evar ro Sixavov after tév moAtTov 
in 7. 


1b. 12 épyov seems rather inappropriate. Can freedom 
be properly said to have an épyov? Perhaps dpov as in 11. 


1318a@ 12 The sense is incomplete without the insertion 
of some few words. The minimum would be <icotvra rots> 
xtALors. 


13186 10 Kai <ypyoriv> roeiv’? Cf. 1319a 34. 
ib. 33 Transfer the re to follow woArrever Gan. 


13194 6 yewpyixev, the form which occurs so often in 
the Politics? yewpyov Biov in Ar. Peace 590 is lyrical. 


1322a 37 See on 1330a 22. 


Vv 
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1343a 22 7d pev yap ths tpodys mpdrov, Td Se Tdv édev- 
Gépwv. 

The second clause seems incomplete and unmeaning with- 
out vorepoy, éxduevov, or something else added, for in the 
first zp@rov certainly seems to be the predicate. 


ib, 28 Read or padwora for padiora ort. 


13456 17 60a padora bv airav éExdory cvpBaiver. 


Should we read 8y for &’, as & atdrév seems to lack 
meaning? In the recognised Aristotelian writings there is 
said to be no $y after a superlative (Eucken). 


1346a 31 Perhaps éori yap ort tovtwv éhappdcet Tis ots 
av airos tpayparevntat. In Thue. 1. 25. 4. I have suggested 
eat ote (something, in some degree) for éorw ore. 


1347a 6 ras Ovpas Tas dvovyomevas e&w. 
No doubt @vpisas, as in *AG. TIoA. 50. 2 


1348a 15 7a Aoix <dv> owlew? So 1353 26 we want 
<av> doiva. Cf. 2b. 12. 


ib. 25 émdAe, for which Scaliger conjectured érparre, is 
clearly a mere repetition from the line before. It is quite 
wrongly used here, and ézparre gives the right sense. 


13486 9-16 rots re moAiTats . . . xpypara. 


The words kai peydAas . . . dua woAguov (10 toAEWov 4 are 
very hard to bring to any reasonable sense. xal Tas 


éxkAyrovus . . . Tovovpevos too can hardly be right : ravras for 
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tas would make it more intelligible. The dative xpdvw is 
not good Greek. There is authority for ypdvov; but what 
we want is either ypdvov within a time or év xpdve. 


1349a 35 The meaning may be that a man, whether 
willing or not (kai pi BovAduevov éxacrov') should receive 
the tin money at the value of silver. But I cannot make 
anything of 6 dveiAero and its variations: Bekker’s 6 ay 
eiAero fails to give a good sense. 


1350a 7 Add something like AaBovres before éypavro. 
ib. 14 Put r9 woe somewhere after éxdavetoa. 


ib. 21 Ka érdcov <av>? éws without dv (13526 10) is 
more ordinary. 


1b. 33 The future droropevoeo Ga is needed. 


13516 12 The accusative tov évavrov is not intelligible. 
Read rot éviavrod six days a year. 


ib. 27 Is not a preposition needed with ris roAcws ? 


1352a 7 zapa rovrwy is inadvertently repeated from the 
line before. 


13526 8 wapefew would not find the money ? 


1b. 20 épnoe odd 7d avoparov dvddwpa ev TH xwpa 
yeverOar cis Ta iepa. 

‘That the varying (non-uniform) expenditure had been 
great’ hardly seems a likely expression. One might 
expect ‘the expenditure had been great and irregular,’ 
ToAvd Kai dvwpadoy 76 4. But is not dvdpuadov really a ditto- 
graph of avaAwpa 


Vi 
THE A@®HNAION TIOAITEIA 


3.+3 In Aristophanes and Others,) p. 300, I suggested 
7a Sixata for the very doubtful ra dpxi. I should have 
added a reference to 55. 5, where the oath is said to 
contain the promise dixaiws dpéew. . 


4. 3 «i 8€ Tus tHv BovdevTay, dtav Epa Bovdrys } éxxAnoias 
}, €kAelrou THY civodov. 


The very strange use of orav and the subjunctive with 
regard to past time does not seem to have been noticed. 
The only parallel which I have noted is in the “Epwres (§ 10) 
ascribed to Lucian. There is some apparent similarity in 
the zpiv av and subjunctive of Aeschines 3. 235 ovddeis 
mumote eréfero mpdotepov TH TOU Sypov Katadvoe mpiv av petlov 
tav duaotypiwy icxytoy, but there the cause is clearly a 
confusion of oidels tHzote éxéOero With ovdeis éxiriberar. So 
in Dion. Cass. 55.3. In our passage I hesitate between 
two views : (1) we should read ore or éwére .. . ety, (2) the 
writer is drawing on a document purporting to be the 
Geopoi of Draco and giving the enactment in its supposed 
original form (as, for instance, in chapters 29-31 of this 
treatise) with some want of uniformity. 


12.3 It is difficult to read ot & éf dprayaiow 7AOov 
x.7.’. without thinking that there should be no full stop at 
the end of the third line and that ot & . . . vdov, taken all 
together, gives the subject of édpacavro. Line 1 has been 
slightly altered in two or three ways to bring this about. 


1 The same book contains some other suggestions on this treatise. 


See the index, p. 391. 
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I have sometimes thought of a greater change, ot & é¢’ 
dprayais éxovres éArid HAOov advedv. 
ib. 4—5 In view of ovk av xaréoxe Sov occurring twice 
over and of the dubious construction of 7eAov (22) with 
an accusative (understood antecedent to 4), I would 
suggest a variation of the view formerly put forward by 
Bergk. Insert the one fragment (§5) in the other (§4). 
and read 
Kévtpov © adAos ws éy® AaBwv, 
- Kaxoppadys Te kal diroxtypwv avnp, 
ov av katécxe Sipov ovd0 éravcaato 
mpl avrapdgas miap éfetAev yada. 
éym dé TovTwY aomep ev peTatypiw 
Opos KatéaoTnv: «i yap nOcAov .. . 
& Tots évavtioww Hvoavev TOTE, 
avois 8 & Totow ovTepor ppacaiaro, 
ToAAGv av avdpav 76 éynpwbn oXLs. 


The missing infinitive might be, for instance, reAciy or 
ypadew ; or we might even think of «i yap 7Oedov tore 
epdew & tots evavrioow nvoavev. I greatly doubt évavrioow 
as the lines stand. Can it mean the two opposed sides ? 
I do not know any instance of évavrio. so used, but 7a. évavria 
is found so. In that case something would be missing after 
rote. ‘The frequentative ¢pacaiaro is strange. There is 
certainly something wrong with the lines. 

Part of the other quotation in 5 may also suggest doubt : 


& viv éxovow ovror bfbadpotow av 
evdovres €lOov. 


As Solon did not give the popular party all they desired 
and in his fragments lays stress on this, it is strange for 
him to speak of them as having got what they would never 
have dreamed of getting. Also the statement is very 
oddly phrased : ‘they would never have seen with their eyes 
when asleep’ is a remarkable way of putting ‘would never 
even have dreamed of.’ We miss dreaming and even. 
‘Seeing with your eyes’ is naturally used of waking sight, 
not of a dream. ov ay «dev otd dvap (Dem. 19. 275 & und 
évap wAmiav wwrore), or at least ovror dhOadpotow dv 
KaTeioov ovd evoovTes, might have been expected. Did not 

H 2 . 
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Solon say that but for him they would never really have 
seen with their waking eyes what they now had? But, if 
so, what does evdovres stand for ? 


20. 4 of “AAkpewvidar, <ot> kai «.r.A. would give a better 
sense. d.eréAecay refers to a time prior to that of éyévorto. 


Cf. 28. 3 KAcopdv 6 Avporoids, Os kal «.7.A. and on 41. 1 
below. | 


23. 2 Kadd@s kai <petpiws>, <owdpdvws>, or some such 
word? At present «ai is not satisfactorily explained. 
But it may be only a dittograph of xara. 


24. 3 cuveotnoavro Tov moAeuov is supported (Thalheim) 
by Lysias (?) 9. 15 ryv pev otv dpyjv . . . ovverrnoavto. 
But Polybius 1. 82. 9 has dpyiv éveoryoavro and Dem. 
18. 4 (not wéAcuov but) dyadva évornoduevos. Perhaps we 
should read éveorjoavro here. In 41. 1 we have éve- 
ornoate THv wokiteiav, in 27. 2 éveoryn TodAELOs. 


26.1 I have no doubt now that Blass’ conjecture, 
vwOpov for vewrepov, was right. It is nearer in letters than 
vwOporepov. Cf. Theopomp. /'ragm. 205 (238) Xdpyrds re 
vwOpod te dvros kal Bpadéos and Polyb. 4. 8. 5 of Aratus 
vwOpos pev ev Tals érwvoias, atoApos 8 ev Tals érBodaits. 


27.2 6 Syuos .. . Ta pev Exov Ta 5é Axwv Tponpeiro THV 
moXuretav Stoikety avTos. 

aponyero for mpoypetro, which I proposed when the 
°AO. II. was first published, still commends itself to me as 
better suited to éxaév and dkwv. In Plut. Mor. 211 rpodyev 
for zpoaipety is a certain correction (see six lines above), 
and in Xen. Hell. 4. 4. 13 vexpods avypotvro for danyovto 
a very probable conjecture. In Marcus Aurelius 9. 41 
npeto was corrected long ago to jyero. For zpoayew cf. 28. 
3 rovs Ti mpoayaydvras Toveiv aitovs : Dem. 22. 32 and 78 (rov 
Sjpov mpodyev): etc. In °A@. II. 28. 5 rpodyew probably 
means, as in 17. 3, only carrying on, managing, not ad- 
vancing, carrying further. 


28. 1 dceréAovr of everxets Onwaywyodtrres. 


Should not of be omitted? It cannot be said that oi é., 
the whole number, édnuaydéyour. Individuals did, but not 
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the body as a whole. The popular leader was an émekys, 
but of ézvecxets were not popular leaders. 


29.4 éav b€ tis <riva>? 


41. 1 8xatiws should, I think, be dixafov. As the text 
stands, Aafeiy should refer to some time prior to that of 
éveatyncavro (cf. on 20. 4) whereas it does refer to the time 
of évearycavro itself, being indeed only another expression 
for it. In 42.1 dikatos (for dixaiws) éyypédeoOar is also 
possible, but probably the adverb is right. 


42.3 We might expect dpaypiy a’ éxaore <tTIs yp€épas>, 
as in 49.4 etc. But cf. Ar. Ach. 159; Theocr. 2. 155; 
Virg. Ecl. 3. 30. 


48. 5 rhv pvdjv travrny eiodyovow. 


If my conjecture di:xafovow is right, as I think it must 
be, cicayovow is an anticipation of the use of the word two 
lines further on. So in 41. 2 da (ryv. . . dpynv: read xara. 
for dud) is a repetition. 


59. 1 ra Suacriypia .. . rior Fears Set SuxdLew. 


These words are reproduced in Pollux 8. 87 ore det 
dixalew ta Sixaorypia, in a scholium on Aeschines 1. 16 
more Oct Suxdfew Ta duxaorypia, and possibly elsewhere. It 
may be considered rash to question anything so attested, 
but I cannot help thinking that the original. word was 
xaGifev, the proper technical term, not dudfev. I take 
duxafew to be half a corruption of letters of the common 
kind, half an echo from dixacrypia. In my Aristophanes 
and Others, p. 305, I have cited one confusion of xa6itw 
and Badi{w and suggested another (Aelian V. H. 9. 3). In 
the same book I proposed to correct Pollux 8. 87 as above, 
but forgot that the words were in the ’A@. IIoA. I now 
think that the later writers found dixdfew, though wrong, in 
their text of the ’A@. IloA.; that is, that the mistake was 
older than Pollux, as many mistakes undoubtedly were, 
and that he and others did not detect it. Sx«dafew seems to 
me as odd as if we were to say ‘when the courts are to 
judge’ or ‘sit in judgment’ instead of ‘sit.’ It must not 
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be conieaea ‘With give judgment.’ Can any independent 


instance of such a use be found 2? 


60. 2 With éorw still exists cf. Ar. Peace 700 Kparivos- 


6 codes eorw; 


63. 1 rH dexaryn pudy ! 





When the *A@. IloA. was first published (1891), a good 
deal was written about noticeable words and phrases in it, 
as bearing on the question of authorship. There are two 
singular uses of words to which attention was not, I think, 
then called. One is dvaypddw=avyypédw compose, draw 
up, etc., twice in 30. 1 and two or three times elsewhere. 
If we put aside the Mirab. Ausc. 844a 11, the use is not 
found in Aristotle (ovyypa¢w itself only once or twice), 
nor to the best of my knowledge in Greek of his date. 
The first instance I have noticed is Polyb. 1. 1.1. Diony- 
sius of Halicarnassus has it a few times, and later it 
becomes fairly common. I have not however searched 
inscriptions to see whether they show it earlier. The 
other use is that of éxxAynoiafw applied to a single person in 
he sense of ‘addressing an assembly’ or similar gathering 
(15. 4). Thue. 8. 77 has rowtra év ddAnjAols éxkAnotdoavres 
kat tapabapovvarres oas adrovs, Which would admit of that 
meaning, but does not require it (the editors pass the 
question over), and the first clear instances I know are — 
again in Polybius (1. 67. 9) and Dionysius H. (A.R. 2. 56. 5). 
Cf. argument 1 of the Birds, The ordinary sense of 
éxxAnotdfw when used of individuals appears in Thesmoph. 
90 éxxAnodoovT év Tats yovangt Kav 5én rEovd imep emor, 
and [Xen.] &.A. 1. 9 oi« édvovor . . . Bovdcdew odd? Aeyew 
ovde éxxAnoidfev, in both of which Néyes is distinguished 
from it. In [Aristot.] Oecon. 2. 2. 1348a 11 it has the 
unusual meaning of (one man) swmmoning an assembly. 

Notable also, though perhaps in less degree, are dy- 
ayopevw (21. 4), if right, = tpocayopevw : tov eioidvta éviauTov 
(31. 2): rav XdAwvos Beopav (35. 2): rHy *Apeorayirw Bov- 
Anv (41. 2). as dv=as (7. 4) is not at all supported 
(Thalheim) by Pol. 1330a 23, where adv has its usual sense. 
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A much better parallel would be Fragm. 176 éor davat, 
dyoiv “ApioroteAns, Stu Tois pev eeu ws Gv peréxew péAAovor 
Tov Kwodvvov eizeiv, if we could be at all sure that this is 
verbatim from Aristotle. In Met. 1. 5. 986b 11 A” 
omits the dv in «ict d€ tives of wept Tov mdvTos ws Gv pas 
ovons dicews aredpivavtro. The use of as ay in Solon (A6. 
IIo. 12. 4, line 12) is very remarkable, if right. 


VII 
THE RHETORIC 


13556 18 foll. As the second and third xara rv 
mpoaipeow refer to the honesty or dishonesty of the person 
concerned, the first should mean the same thing. But in 
that case we should have to understand fyrwp in a bad 
sense, not rhetorician but unscrupulous speaker, and for 
this there is no authority. The word does not appear ever 
to imply any distinct censure, unless like Plato you are 
quarrelling with a man for being a habitual speaker at all. 
There is nothing in it that points to any particular quality 
of speech. If on the other hand 6 8 xara zpoaipeow pyrwp 
' is not taken in this way, it is hard to give it any meaning, 
and the first 6 wév and 6 8€ do not correspond with the 
second. Editors and translators do not give much help 
here. 


1b, 25 Read éorw 81%) <> pyropixy. 


1358a 8 It may be right to omit tots dxpoardas, but 
AavOdvouvciv te Kai... peraBaivovow is not in Greek = 
AavOavovor petafaivovtes. 


ib. 19 éorat, as in the next line, seems probable, or else 
éore there. 


1360a 13 kai tivwv 7 eaywyis S€ovra Kat Tivwv eicaywyys, 
iva. mpos TOUTOUS K.T.A. 
‘Standing in need’ of the export of certain things, 


though a possible, is certainly a rather odd expression. 
104 
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Should not égaywyis and cicaywyjs change places so as to 
soften it? 

rovtous stands loosely for ‘the people who send or take 
these things,’ just as for instance in Soph. Ant. 668 
_ Tovrov tov avdpa is ‘the man who does this.’ Nothing 
seems to be lost. 


1364a 25 yaderwrépa? Aristotle is however careless on 
this point ; cf. 141la 18, Hth. 3. 5. 1114a 4. 


13646 34 Probably as av & rav avotoiywr. [as & 
Kayser. | 


13666 30 ra Sixara Kai Ta dixaiws épya. 


The use of the adverb is very unusual, but such examples 
as the following seem to _justify it: Dem. (?) 10. 44 
THY ee Wipov and rod gavepds GopvBov with Xen. 
Heil, 3. 7 tav davepds zpodorav; Dem. 29. 14 ov 
95 ovzéevws SotAov with Xen. Hell. 2. 3. 38; Plato 

hae 109 £6 dAnOads odipaves, Antiphanes Fragm. 209 THY 
fonts povoixynv, Dem. 21. 149 4 as adAnbds pyryp ; Plato 
Rep. 341 © 6& épOas xvBepvyrns ; Philodemus 7. xaxtdv 
col. 19. 40 rh xowads civeow; and some less notable 
instances, especially of dyav and Kiar. 


13686 11 The passage would run more naturally if we 
read ciddres for éxdvres, corresponding to «iddres before and 
after. 


In Met. 4. 30 1025a.9 éxdvra and ciddéra are variants. 
Cf. however Hth. 3. 2. 11110 7 and 1112a 14. 


tb. 15 ye for 5€? Better perhaps omitted. 


13696 5 Bia dé dca map’ érOvpiav 7 Tovs Aoyirpors 
yiverat du aitav tév mpatrovTwv. 


Not only logic but parallel passages point Clearly to 
<pyn> 8 airav. See 13686 34 and 36 py ov adrovs : 
Eth. 3. 1. 1110a 1 Biaov d€ ov uP dpx7) éEwhev, TowavTn ovca 
ev 4 pndev cvpBddrXerat 6 TpatTov 7 6 Tar Xwv with 11100 2 
and 16. The Biaov proper is not done in the true sense 
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(sometimes not in any sense) by the man himself, but by 
some other man or men or some natural agency, e.g. wind. 


13716 18 76 dpovov Kat 7d ovyyevés HOU éavTd array. 


éavt® should follow ovyyevés or dpocov. 


1372a 32 ols drdpye Kpiiis } tTpdros 7} Toros } Siabéres 
eUTopot. 

For rpérows, of which it is hard to make any sense, read 
xpovors. Cf. 14026 37. In Pol. 2. 2. 126la 34 I would 
read tpérov for ypdévov, and in D. Hal. A. RB. 4. 7. 3 ypdvor 
for roma. Cf. p. 134 (Problems 3. 10). 

Should not dabéces(-ts) evzropor(-os) be datives too, 
diabéceow edzdpors 4 3 


ib. 36 Read éye for eeu. 


1372b 29 wdvras should (I think) be atrovs. See my 
Aristophanes and Others, p. 174. 


13736 7 Perhaps gor yap dre pavrevovra ravres. 


Just below ori dékaov and dikarov after rodro are awkward 
together. Perhaps one, preferably 6ri dikarov, should be 
omitted. : 


2b. 30 dvayxyn tov ddikovpevov BAdrrecOar Kat dKovoiws 
Brarrec ban. 

bro Exdvros in 28 and ra éxdvove in 32 make it quite clear 
that we should read éxovciws. In the Ethics not 1136a 15 
foll., but 1135a 17 foll. is the corresponding passage. 


1374a 10 The difficulty of the accusative rdvra ra 
to.atra suggests omitting 7 (after v, N and H) before 
dugisByrynots. 7. 7. 7. is then nominative and subject. 


1375a 5 olov év “Apye fymiodrar dv ov av vopos teOQ Kai 
du ods 7d Seapwrnpiov wKodounOy. 

I conjecture that after xaé there has been lost év with 
the name of another place. é{nurdycav can be understood 
more easily so. Cf. on Pol. 12676 18. 
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1377a 17 kpetrrov yap é is not good Greek without jv 
or «in. Either add one of them or read 6y for av, if ay is 
not with most MSS. to be simply omitted. 


ib. 20 Bywater suggests raceSet for scansion’s sake. I 
had already proposed dvaceBet (dvc- «i- eash see A. and 
Others, p. 299. 


13776 20 Some difficulty has been felt about the words 
...Adyov. I think ws should be adore, re having been 
lost before zrepé. 


1378a 5 Read 7 or 7 xai for cai. The same man is not 
both dazafys and dvoyepaivwy. Cf. on 13995 15 and 
14076 20. 


ab. 31 If dawopevns is not to be omitted (Spengel), it 
would seem to have been substituted for some other word 
by reason of g¢awouevyv immediately following. The 
original might be ywopevy, as in 6 8. 


13786 27 atrovs has nothing to refer to. We might 
think of airoi, or of dAXovs. 


13796 9 xaradpoveiy.... of pev ws ArTdvwv, ot S€ ws Tap’ 
qTTOvev. 


The antithesis does not seem really better than that 
quoted from Epicharmus in 14100 5. 


13800 14 éay éAcGow is very poor, and éay éAwow makes 
no proper sense at all. Is ééow possible? We might read 
either xai edo, édv... €dpacay or kai, édv... épacay, 
ante tv. 


1381la 13 If rovovrois is to refer to weydAa, as it seems to 
do (cf. 1385a 20), the one clause should follow immediately 
on the other, 7.e. 7 ei tpoOvpus either precede 7 «i peydAa or 
follow 7. . . Katpots. 


tb. 39 Scholars do not seem to have noticed the very 
unusual grammar of & pddwora pofoiwres py) brdpxew adrots 
(for pn obdx trapyxet Or -y). 
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1382a 17 foll. dvras dodexvivar shows that in pi dvras 
move the zoueity must mean represent them as. dacKovras 
duAvey seems impossible, for duadvew refute cannot take an 
accusative of the person, but only of the statement or 
argument refuted. gacxdvrwy, the genitive absolute, if 
people say either, seems likely. Again—in spite of some 
translations—é’ dpynv 7 8 éxOpav audio Byrety is not likely 
to mean ‘dispute whether it is due to anger or to enmity’ 
(though this is just possible), until rérepov or an equivalent 
has been inserted before 6.’ épynv. 


1382b 32 dy must be added to the second za6eiv, or 
mabety omitted. 


1383a 18 Is as lost after the wv of poBepar ! 


ab. 19-20 It is clearly ludicrous to say @appadéa .. . ra 
Gappadéea. There is slight evidence for ra ocwrnpia and 
Spengel was certainly right in wishing to read it (or 7a 
évavtia). TaV owTypiwy ws éyyds dvrwy comes just before. 
I notice this because it is a very obvious case of the 
substitution of one word for another. A little below in 
1383 21 ddiucjoa seems to me to be clearly due to déixias 
and to have taken the place of some other word, say 
TAEOVEKTHO AL. 


13836 29 The airety in daureiv ore airety cannot be right. 
If it is an error like those just indicated, it may represent 
a word quite unlike itself. dairretvy however occurs to me 
as giving fair sense. ‘The man will not ask for repayment, 
when asking may seem to imply apprehension and doubt 
of the other man’s purpose or power to repay. 


éxaweiv tva ddéy airciv has been ingeniously emended b 
Bywater to érawweiy & doge airetyv. I have myself thought 
of va <py> df. Cf. on 13690 5. 


1384a 5 wavra is probably an accidental repetition from 
the line before. 


1384) 6 oddSév yap Siahéper pi) Soxetv 7) uy eayyéArew. 

py Soxety makes no sense. Bonitz pr ideiv. Perhaps 
ovdev yap. Siadhéepev Soxed pi cidevar (cf. 13810 7) H py 
egayyéAAew. . 


a ee - 
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ib. 31 Sauppe’s 7s is almost certainly right, év being 
another case of repetition (1383a 20). 


1385a 19 If 9 is right, there remains no construction 
for the nominatives povos, etc. Perhaps it is a dittograph 
of v (HN: cf. on 1374a 10) or should be 7. Indeed 7 
hardly seems right in itself, for we should rather expect 
ivntat. One would not say izoupyia éori odddpa Seopéva. 
Mr. Bywater suggested to me Sdedpevos. | 


1386a 3 édAmica yevéobar is almost certainly bad Greek. 
We want either <av> yevéoOat or yeryoeo Oar, and probably 
should restore the latter. 


1b. 13 <xaxds> memovOdros? If zerovOdros stood alone, 
it would have to refer to the case or cases just mentioned, 
which is not at all the meaning. 


1387a 28 rc for 76? Cf. on 1402a 12. 


13876 10 wai padriora <édv>? padrdvor av would be easier 
still. . 


13886 10 oixeia yap otovrat atrots civat Kat ator TovTwr. 


Should not e?va: precede or follow aéio? 1379a 3 has, 
if the text is right, déos oiouevos without «iva, but here 
the preceding clause makes xai a. r. particularly awkward. 


ib. 30 For airév write rovrwv or possibly zavrwv (cf. on 
1372b 29). 


1389) 18 jrrov re ayav dravra 7 Sei. 


In spite of ravra dyov mparrovow and rod wavta ayav 
these words are very questionable. Is dyay ever used with 
a comparative? We can say in English excessively Little, 
but not excessively less: so probably in Greek. zodv or 
7oAAG Hrrov would be natural. In any case dyayr is 
superfluous. Again ravra dyav mparrovow is too far away 
to supply a verb easily. Finally it is not true that old 
men 7#rrov (rpatrovow) aravra 7 dei, for Aristotle goes on to 
say that they are too suspicious and too self-regarding 
(piravro. paddrov 7 det). The obvious dyavrac (Zeller, 
Rassow) is not a good suggestion, dyaya: being unsuitable : 
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but dyaraéow would be quite in place, going well with ra 
tr<iora patra evar. In Plut. Mor. 401 F ryév wal ayarav 
is a pretty certain correction of tiyzév Kai dyav, and in 
Tsocrates 15, 232 dyaoOa: is an erroneous V./. for éyamaoOat. 


1390a 26 dmrodéxovrar ravres Tods TO oHeréepw HOE A€yo- 
pevous Adyovs. 


The phrase is an odd one and it is not surprising that 
dpoAdoyoupevovs has been suggested (Cope). But Plato 
Gorg. 513 B has 7 atrav nba Aeyopevwv TOV AOywv ExacToL 
xalpovor (where I have myself suggested dporoyoupevwv ). 
The commentators on neither place seem aware of the 
other. 


13906 7 dinpynvra? 


13926 8 Should we read in Agathon ris téxvyns tpaooew, 
it belongs to art to do? 


_ 138936 18 cvvoporoyjoas, altered because of the other 
genitive? The two participial genitives, referring to 
different unexpressed subjects, are very clumsy, and the 
first is not in strictness grammatical, though it might 
stand (Vahlen on Poettcs 14494 9). 


13946 33 <dés> atpoyyvAdrara 4 


1395a 23 The tense of cipnuevy 7 is not consistent with 
det Tas yvipas A€yev, which supposes the yvwun not yet 
uttered. We might think either of zaOyrtixas cipnuevn 
H yvoun, 1.€. peAAn daiverGa, or wabytixy cipyuevy (omit- 
ting 7). 

1395611 There is authority for was tvyxavover rota 
and for ota TVYXaVOUTL without any was. If both words 
were. used, zrota ere was is perhaps the more natural 
order. 


1398a 7 od pev <oty> av? 


In 10 dy seems a mistake due to the line before. In 9 
we should expect ofov before the second <i. 


1399a 13 Kaxdv <dv> ? 
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13996 15 7 should be xaé. 7 cannot follow on trairé. 
1400a 6 Read yevéoOa, as a past sense is clearly needed. 


14006 21 joav for dv? But it may well be a dittograph 
from av-Opwrov. 


14024 6 ore éori 76 py Ov Ov, éoti yap Td py bv jar Ov. 
The argument points rather to éor. 76 px) ov in the first 
clause, omitting there the second ov. 


ib. 12 yiverar yap m1 (for 76)? Cf. on 1387a 28. 


ib. 18 The grammar is defective. x7) évoxos ay, as in 19, 
or olov <av> aobevys . . . hevyn seems needed. 


14026 16 I suggest &° éraywyjs é« (for d:4) rod dpoiov. 
The use of da is doubtful : for ék ef. 15. 


14046 2 onpetov yap str 6 Adyos, ds edav pH Sydot, od 
Tounoet TO EAUTHS Epyov. 

ore may be a mistake for éoriv and as for dore (or Kat) : 
we must not make as itself = adore (Madvig). Or we might 
think of onpeiov yap tu 6 Adyos Gv, éav x.7.A. Apart from 
any other objection, onpetov 67. seems here superfluous, if 
not odd. 6 yap Adyos is what one would expect. 


1b. 14 wodAG eAdrroow <ypovra> ? 
ib. 36 Read évdégera:, matching éora: and cadyveei. 


1405a 34-36 Both rats donno dwvais and ra dvivupa 
lack construction. The former cannot well be either 
instrumental or causal. Perhaps some such word as 
xpwméevn or eixafovoa has been lost. Before ra dvovupa 
Bywater would insert éri. I had thought of déyovca 


or mpocayopevovca. 


14066 16 dpiora tév tpayuav <éye> or <clyev>, lost 
before cle, like Aristoph. Frogs 1161 dpior érav éyov. 
The verb can hardly be dispensed with. Theaet. 1488 
dpirta y avOpmrwv, & raides is not parallel, for it is an 
exclamation. One could not well say 765 Topyiov ed or xadGs 


112 RHETORIC 


without é¢ya, though one might say ed Topyias (7.¢. etme). 
Cf. however Hth. 10. 9. 11816 8 xpiva: ri xadds, if right. 


14076 16 Surely ev rq dpxy airy. avrod is unmeaning. 


14076 20 % Wodov 7 xpopa. 

Both 7 and the accusative cases are strange. The 7 should 
probably be xai. wWodw and ypwpari are obvious to suggest, 
but the sentence may be otherwise wrong. The accusatives 


are not the subject or object of azodideva, for that refers 
to the verb which should suit both of them. 


1408a 9 In Aristophanes and Others, p. 299, I have 
suggested iévor for «iva. 


ib. 26 % ex rdv onpeiwv Setéis. 

The context and especially lines 10-11, 16, 20 point to 
AeEts, nor do dxoAovbet and dppyorrovea go very well with 
detfts. €x Tov oixetwy Teichmueller; if onpeiwy is wrong, 
perhaps époiwv. 


1410a 27 <7> apyxyn or <év> apy | 


141la 16 Should not dévoyaocas—émriexdv follow Mor- 
poxAyjs? As it stands, zovyporepos has nothing to refer to. 


14116 10 The bronze figure is spoken of as 76 ayuxov 5H 
éuwvxov. Surely it should be the reverse, 7d éuWvxov 87 
aweyov. The lifeless bronze has taken to itself life. 76 
dwWvxov éuvyov would rather be a living creature that 
looked lifeless. 

’ I suggest further that 7d guyvyov . .. épywv, which is 
manifestly part of the quotation, should follow imme- 
diately upon tiv cixova tiv yxadkqv, to which it stands in 
apposition. 


14126 21 dc av <év> édarrou. 


ib. 24, 25 dép0as is too vague and 16 zpos ov Aéyerar has 
no bearing on the context. Haec ... me non intelligere 
ingenue fateor (Spengel). 


1413@ 19 Kai <ai> cidoxipodoat. 
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ib. 21 adda 7d <KddAabov> rorv opddpa. ! 


141301 86... daperés should precede ypovra. . . 
pyropes, if indeed it should not stand further back still 
after peipaxuddes. Perhaps dpemeéis. 


1b. 8 €ore dé A€Ets ypadiky pev 7 axpiBeorary K.T.r. 

Cope, Jebb (in his early translation), Welldon, render 
this as though it were 7 ypadiky axpiBeorarn and 7 aywv. 
iroxp. I do not feel at all sure that that is not the meaning ; 
but, if so, the text must be altered in some way, e.g. 
axpiBeotarn pev 7) ypadun and so on. 


ib. 15 Has Adyou been lost 4 


1415a 20 No doubt & +r zpoddyw wants moving 
(Spengel) into the first clause, but I doubt whether éAAa 
yé mov would be good Greek by itself. ddAAa <torepov> or 
<ahAaxod> yé mov! 


1416a 12 The inappropriate dédicodvra looks like a repe- 
tition (from déieiy) like those mentioned above on 
1383a 20. 


ib. 24 «i Kabdpios 6 <detva>, poixyds (Aristophanes and 
Others, p. 299). 


1417a 31 7a pev yap av yevéorGar droddpeva. 

Surely drokopévwv. It is not that the lost might return, 
but that there might come others, if the first were lost. In 
the actual lines, Sophoclean or not, of the Antigone there 
is a similar genitive with the subject to be supplied, dots 
yap dv po. xatOavovros dAdos jv, and Aristotle is only 
substituting the prose word dzoA\opnévwv for the poetical 
xatOavovtos. 


1417b 2 Why the poetical form yepotv? Read yetpoir. 
SiaciLwv Kai tow xepow diuacetwy might be part of an 
anapaestic line, but the context makes this very unlikely. 


ib. 9 épav <éorw>! We cannot very well carry on the 
éorw of 4. 


I 
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ib. 35 ws Eorar pev <rrovotow> & KedXever? The subject of 
érrat is the end desired, & xeAever are the means to it. 


ib. 17 The sense is very obscure, but Aéyew and d.arar- 
rew ought probably to be futures dependent on tricyveta bau. 


1418a 36 «i yap “AyiAAda A€yer (or A€ywv <trvyxave>), 
InAéa éraweiv. The infinitive is obviously necessary. 


1419a 25 Read cupmrepaivopevov. 





VIil 
THE POETICS 


1. 1. 1447a 9 The clause xai ws def . . . roinors should 
follow the clause érc 3€ . . . popiwy, not precede it. The 
subject of éori must be éxacrov («idos), because various «idy 
have various podpia; but the present order makes that very 
awkward. Also the very limited scope of was det... 
moinats suits the later place better. 


1. 5. 1447a 27 Though I should not venture to alter 
oxnparilopevuv pudpav, I never read it without wondering 
if it should be pvbprLopévav oynudrov. 


3. 2-3. 1448a 27 Prof. Margoliouth has gone back on 
his mparrovres and Spayvres, but they are certainly right. 
As nominatives, the participles give just the differentia of 
drama and the very meaning of drama the word ; as ac- 
cusatives, they do not according to Aristotle distinguish 
_ drama from other poetical forms. The very same phrase 

with the nominative is used in 6. 4. 14496 32, and cf. 
apatrovew 7b. 10, 1450a 21. 


4. 6. 14485 23 <oi> e& dpyis reduxores mpos aira suggests 
itself. Cf. § 10. 1449a 3. 


4. 8, 14486 29 woAAd for wodXAovs, though it has not 
found favour, seems extremely probable. 


4.9. 1448) 35 <ras> puysynoes? Cf. 23. 1. 1459a 20 


“ ‘ 
del Tovs pvOous ... cvvertdva dpapatixors. 


4.11. 1449a 8 xpiva: (if right) seems best taken as an 
‘absolute’ infinitive, though Bywater joins it by rte to 
emuoxorety. Though xpivac alone does not (I think) occur 
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in this use elsewhere, Plat. Soph. 2348 has as yotv uot 
Tydik@de dvte xpivat and Kur. Alc, 801 ds y enol ypqobac 


KptTy. 


5. 4. 14496 10  peév ody éroroula tH Tpaywdia péxpr pev 
tod (MSS, péyps povov) pérpov peyddov pipnois elvat 
omovoaiwy nKodovOnoev. 

The great difficulty of pérpov peyddov, variously ex- 
plained and still more variously emended, may excuse the 
rather bold conjecture pvdw peydAw or da pidov peyadov. 
Not only is péyeBos, as opposed to prxpot wtGor, mentioned in 
4. 14. 1449a 19, but the formal definition in 6. 2. 14495 25. 
calls tragedy pipnois tpdgews orovdaias Kal Tedelas péeyeOos 
éxovons, the two points of orovdaias and péyefos being just 
what oovdaiwy and peyéAw piOm would give here. The 
importance of péyeHos to pdfos is also emphasised in 
7. 4. 14506 36 foll. The construction of the dative pid 
peydAw would be the same as that of jdvcpévw Adyw and 
tots eloeot 15 and 20 lines below. 

The error is not in itself an easy or probable one. It 
might be due to the fact that the word pérpov occurs two 
lines further on. Cf. on 26. 4. 


6. 6. 1450a 4 A€yw yap pdov totrov tiv civGecw Tov 
TpayhaTuv. 
Should we read airnv for rodrovt Cf. 4. 1449b 34 


éeyw Oe Ad~w pev adriv thy TOV péTpwv civOeow. 
6. 7. 1450a 10 <év> ols per? 


6. 8. 1450a 12 rovros pev odv ovd« dAcyo aitav as eizeiv 
KEeXpyvTat Tos €ldeow. 


The parallel of 12. 1. 14526 14 favours something like 
TovTous pev ovv % ovk 6dLyols akrav KéxpnvTat ws eimely as 
eldeow, though this is probably not quite as Aristotle 
worded it. I have taken 7 ovx 6A‘yos from Ueberweg and 
as eldeow (as in 12.1) from Vahlen; the transposition of 
ws eirety is my own and I mean it to qualify xéypyvrar as 
eideowv. The following sentence, cai yap owes x.7.r., looks 
like another version of ratra 8 éori . . . peAomota. It is 
exactly the same thing in slightly different words. 
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6. 19. 14506 18 Should not as yap be kai yap? ds and 
cai often get confused. Cf. on 15. 8. 


7.5. 145la 4 I have noticed several cases of the con- 
fusion of capa and oyna, e.g. [Dem.] 61. 12: Plut. 
Lucull. 8, and I have suggested it in Plato Meno 76p 
(so Diels since). For that reason and because that con- 
_ fusion is easier, Ueberweg’s oynudarwy seems preferable to 
Bywater’s ovornpdtov. 


7. 6. 1451a 7 wpés rods ayavas Kal Ti aicbyow. 


aicOynow is surely not explicit enough for aicOyois in the 
theatre at an dydév. Reading is itself aicOyouw. ryv 
Totavtnv (Or tavTnv tHv) Or THY év TovTos would give the 
meaning. 


1b. 1451a 9 mpos xrAeWidpas av pywvilovto, Homep Tore Kal 
adore hac. . 

paciv is not intelligible. Perhaps riéacw. The 7 may 
have been lost after re in dAAore (as in Plato Rep. 5928 I 
have suggested that dpavr. éavrdv is dpavtt Towwtrnv) and 
Geaow changed to ¢daciv. Such forms as djcopey Ojooper, 
davev Odpev are quite apt to get exchanged; see for 
instance the record of readings in Plato Rep. 461 B, 464 £, 
475c and E: Protag. 349. riGévat (aydva) fits dyavas and 
nywvilovro very well. 

Ar, Lysistr. 188 dorep pao’ év Aicyidw tore, which has 
some resemblance to our passage, is equally uncertain. 


9. 4.14516 8 wot drra without an article would seem 
better. tra may be due to TO Tolw. 


9. 9. 14516 32 rowtdra elvat ola adv eixds yevérOar Kai 
Suvara yeverGar. 


Should not dv be omitted? Its position does not allow 
it to go with yevéoOa, nor does an infinitive after cikds 
commonly take av. In regular correlation to rowatra we 
want ofa simply, not ofa dy. In such clauses too the sub- 
junctive 7 is seldom, though occasionally, omitted ; much 
seldomer than éoti. 

IT have sometimes thought xai should be 7. Cf. however 
§ 1. 145la 38 7a duvara Kara 7d cixds 7) 75 dvayKxatov, where 
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Bywater’s distinction of three kinds of dward, 2.4. (1 
eixdta, (2) dvayxaia, (3) yevoueva ignores a fourth kind, 
what in the future is merely possible. 


9. 11. 1452a 4 radra de yiverar cal pddiora Kat paddov 
oTav yevnrar mapa THv Sogav dv GAAnAa. 

Since the confusion is common of (1) pddwora with 
KkdAdota, paAdov with xdédAvov, and (2) of padAXov with 
padiora, kéAdvov With xadAuora, the conjecture Kai padiora 
kal xdéAd\urra may be hazarded. Cf. 11. 2. 1452a 33 
kadXiorn S€ dvayvadpiois K.t.A.  yévntac Should be yivyras ; 
cf. my Platonica p. 161. In 14, 4. 14536 19 write éyyi- 


vyrat for éyyévytau. 


11. 2. 1452a 31 <> é€ dyvoias . . . peraBodrdyn? Cf. 2b. 
23 9... peraBordyn and notice that 7 would easily be 
lost after «. 


12. 1. 14526 17 xowa péev dravrwv Tatra. 


There has been some doubt whether dzdvrwv is masculine 
(rév xopevtav) or neuter (rdv dpaydrwv). I do not find it 
pointed out that, when we take it as neuter, the sentence 
is exactly parallel to those passages in the natural history 
writings in which Aristotle distinguishes between the parts 
common to all and the parts peculiar to some. See Hist. An. 
1. 2. 4886 29: 2. 1. 4976 6: de Part. An. 1. 5. 6450 4, ete. 
Such a distinction too is in place here, whereas the dis- 
tinction between all choreutae and some is not. The word 
dpapa is in practice all but confined to tragedy. Hence 
there is no difficulty about supplying it here and in two 
other places in the Poetics where a neuter (zav, dXo) 
is used. 


13, 2. 14526 36 ovre rods Emvetxets avdpas Set peraBadrrAew 
. ouTE TOS poxOnpors. 

Is émeccyjs in itself a strong enough word to convey, as 
the context requires, the idea of perfect innocence and 
goodness? 15, 8. 14546 12-15 shows very clearly that it 
is not. éveys indeed often means goodish rather than 
good: the ézvexys is the very respectable, good sort of 
man, far short of the ozovdaios of the Hthics. As a strong 
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meaning is absolutely essential here, perhaps we might 
read trois <mrdvu> émvexeis, just as we have rov odddpa 
movnpov a few lines later. 


13. 6. 1453a 24. For 76 airé, which cannot well be right, 
I would read rather airé simply than rotr’ airo (Thurot, 
etc.), which is awkward with rovro following. ' 


In the next line is roAAal atrod = roAAai tpaywdiar adrod 
admissible Greek? I do not feel sure, but suggest airéy or 
ait (dative like Plato Hipp. Minor 3638 6m 4 “IAtds 
KaAuov €in roinua TO ‘Opnpw } 7 ‘Odvoceta, etc.). 


ib. 1453a 29 6 Eipuridys, «i kai Ta GAAa py €d oixovoper, 
GAXG TpayiKwraTds ye TOV ToLnTOV paiverat. 

It is of interest to make out, if we can, whether Aristotle 
means to admit that Euripides is faulty in other respects : 
whether, in other words, «i caf means although or even if. 
A parallel passage points decidedly to the latter : de Caelo 
3. 1. 2986 17 ot wepi MéAtooov re kai Tlappevidny, ods, €i Kai 
7a dAAa Aéyovor Kad&s, GAN’ od Hroikds ye Set vouioa Aéyew, 
especially when we compare the use of xal «i in the very 
similar Pol. H..1. 3. 12880 35 of wAeioro ..., Kai ei TA dAAa 
 éyovot Kaas, tov ye xpnoipwv Siapapravovew. When the 
Corcyraeans say in Thue. i. 38.5 «i xai jyaptavomer, they do 
not mean to admit themselves in the wrong. See a number 
of instances of «i xai=xat «i collected in Wyse’s note on 
Tsaeus 5. 25. 


14. 1. 145365 adore tov adxovovra Ta mpdypara ywopeva 
Kai ppitrew Kal édecly ek TOV cupBatvovTov. 

How can a man be said to ‘hear things happen,’ when 
what is meant is hearing the story told? As in many 
other places (see for instance my Platonica, 239), ywopueva 
and Xeydueva have been confused. Acydpeva told, narrated, 
is just what we want here. D. Hal. de Comp. V. 89 
wore pndev nuiv diadépev ywopeva TA Tpdypata 7 A€eyopueva 
épav lends no support to the vulgate, for he is only speaking 
hyperbolically of Homer’s graphic scenes. Nor does rév 
ocvpPawovrwy in any way point to it. 


14. 10. 1454a 11 yipoyv <td> 1d Towtrov rapackevater ? 
Cf. 22. 9. 1459a 8 for the double ro: also pp. 143 and 152. 
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15. 2. 1454a 22 gore yap advdpetov pev <eivai> 1d 760s! 
elvat Seems missing below in 6 with 7 dvayxatov 7 eixds. 


15. 8. 14546 10 Should we read @s for xai? It is 
answered by ovrw in 11. Cf. on 6. 19. 


15. 9. 14546 17 xara ravras is, I think, required instead 
of xar’ aitds. The pronoun ought to be emphatic. 


16. 1. 14546 20 cidy 82 dvayvwpicews <roAAd> Or <révte>. 
TpwTy pev K.T-A. 4 


16. 3. 14540 28 ciot yap ai pev ricrews Evexa drexvorepar 
Kat al Towadrat wacar. ai de é€x mepimereias, GoTEP 1) eV TOIS 
Nintpo.s, BeXriovs. 


It is difficult to see what kai ai tovadrac wacar adds to 
ai miotews évexa, the latter words fully describing the whole 
class. Should xai... wacat follow doep . . . Nixrpots and 
go closely with it ? 


16. 4. 14546 34 airés to go before 6 zomrns? With 
éxeivos it hardly means anything. 


16. 5. 14546 37 9 rpitn (dvayvepiots) dia pvyipys TO 
aicbécOar tu iddvra. 

Certainly aiobéoGo. rt cannot = récyev tr and mean be 
affected, feel (grief, etc.). Bywater takes it ‘as an equiva- 
lent for pyyoOjvac’ and renders the words ‘ from a man’s 
consciousness being awakened by something seen or heard,’ 
which leaves the nature of the consciousness much too 
vague. ‘The context suggests that another participle is 
missing and that the words were something like 7é 
aigbécbar <Avrovpevov> ti iddvta, ‘through someone’s 
perceiving that a man is pained at the sight of something.’ 
As one of the examples given turns upon hearing, there 
has been perhaps a further omission of 7 dxovcavra (perhaps 
iddvta % axovoavta Avrovpevov). Alcinous perceived that ~ 
Odysseus was pained at hearing the minstrel’s story. 

Though aic6éoba is very suitable in sense, if a word 
expressive of being pained could be substituted for it, the 
‘emendation would be better in more ways than one. 
ayOecGa. (Gomperz) will occur to everybody, but its 
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ordinary sense in Attic is annoyance, vexation, rather than 
pain, grief. dvacba is hardly near enough in letters. 


16. 8. 1455a 19-21 It is obviously untrue that the 
dvayvwpiots €€ aitav Tov Tpaypatwv is the only one indepen- 
dent of visible tokens, marks, etc. The dvayvwpuis éx 
ovAdoyicpod is not dependent on them either. Perhaps then 
Sevrepar 5 ai ék cvAAoyiopod should precede ai yap rowodrat, 
which will refer to two species, not one. This, however, 
still leaves a difficulty as to the dvayvwpiceas 14 prvypys, 
which also do not involve onpeta. 


17. 1. 1455a 26 airdv for 76? The parts of airds and 
of the article (airdv, rov, etc.) are certainly sometimes 
confused. 


17. 2. 1455a 29 doa dé Svvardv Kai tots oxyjpacw ovv- 
amrepyalojevov. 

Compare a curious passage in Burke, On the Sublime 
and Beautiful, Pt. 4, §§ 3, 4. 


17. 3. 14556 9 With the two senses of dvayvwpifw (ef. 
yvopitw) (1) recognise, come to know, (2) make known, 
cf. the two similar senses of discover, though that word 
has now practically lost the second. 


17. 4. 1455 14 4 pavia 80’ Fs eAjhOn. 
The genitive with dua here is surely odd. His madness 


was not the means, but the cause, of his capture ; therefore 
5. av. For the converse see on Problems 30. 1. 9. 


17. 5. 14556 21 ovrw 8) dduxvetrar? airds cannot have 
occurred three times, even if twice, in two lines. 


18. 1. 14555 27-29 Notice the feminine article ry (in 
tiv am apxns) instead of 76 as in 27. Is it a sort of 
attraction to déow and Avow 4 


18. 2. 14556 34 Here and in 24. 1. 14595 9 I cannot but 
think with Susemihl that we should connect za@yrixy very 
closely with the wd@os of 11. 6. 14525 10 and of 14. 4. 
14536 18-20. za@yrixy, that is, has nothing to do with 
emotions, but refers to deaths, woundings, bodily a6». 
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It does not appear that za6yrikds ever bears this sense 
elsewhere in our Greek literature, but it is natural enough; 
what other adjective could well be used? The stress laid 
on bodily ra6y points to it, and the works to which the 
epithet is applied fully bear it out. The Iliad is rabyriny 
because of the great amount of killing and wounding it 
contains : it is raOos didAov. 


18. 5, 14564 16 onpetov dé door répow “Idiov SAnv érotn- 
gav Kal pi) KaTa pépos woTep Kipiridns <7 > NidByv kat py 
dorep Aicxvdos 7) éxriztovew 7) Kax@s dywviovra. Before 
wep in wépow the customary ydp has probably been lost 
(cf. on 22.5 (IT, II) below). In spite of the opinion of 
Vahlen (Bertrdge pp. 58, 59) and others Nin is hardly 
defensible. The story of Niobe is short and simple, and 
there could not be any difficulty about bringing it within 
the compass of a single play. To suggest, as Vahlen does, 
that Tantalus would or might come in is hardly reasonable : 
the story of Niobe is complete without involving her 
father’s fortunes. There is moreover no real evidence that 
Aeschylus made more than one play out of it. There 
would seem then to be something wrong about NuidByy, as 
many scholars have thought, but I cannot propose any 
plausible change. In Nauck’s Trag. Gr. Fr. p. 51 I find 
the suggestion @ynBaida, of which I had thought indepen- 
dently some time ago. It is tempting but for one over- 
whelming objection, that no poet can ever have attempted 
to give in one tragedy the whole Thebaid from Laius or 
at any rate Oedipus to the Epigoni or at any rate the 
defeat of the Seven and what immediately followed. 

The writer goes on, érei cal “AydOuwv ééérecey ev rovTo 
povw év O€ Tals wepirereiats Kai Tots dois Tpdypac. oToXG- 
Covrat (oroxdferar Heinsius, etc.) dv BovAovrar Pavpacras. 
It is very hard to make sense of dzAois zpaypaou.. Bywater 
and others understand those words along with zepurereéas 
to mean both forms of plot, simple and complex. But then 
Aristotle would say that Agathon was highly successful 
with both kinds of plot, although for a point most vital to | 
the treatment of the plot he failed to succeed, indeed 
broke down altogether. Without great confidence I suggest 
tois G\Aows tpdypact, Substituting a word which in several 
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places in Greek gets confused with the parts of dmAots, and 
taking ra dAAa mpdyyara to be various incidents, matters, 
_ forms of treatment, possible in tragedy. In 9. 10 the 
difficulty of trav darAGv pvOwv is well-known ; and there also 
d\Awv (Tyrwhitt), though not convincing, is the most 
plausible change, if change is needed. rév d\Awy with a 
superlative is chiefly, but not exclusively, Homeric. So 
Problems 10. 15. 1, pddtora kata pow exer Tov aAdov. 
The next sentence, or rather its relation to this one, is 
by no means without difficulty, but on that I will not 
dwell. 

A few lines further again 7 before éuBoryua may be 
omitted with advantage, duadépew 7 (not 7... 4) being the 
idiom. The 7 probably came from « in diadépei. 


22. 3. 1458a 31 7o pev yap pr) iwrikdy momo pyde 
tarewov viov 7 yA@TTa Kal 7 petahopa K.T.A., TO 5é KUpLov 
Thy cadyvevav. 


In the first clause the editors try to find a satisfactory 
subject for woujoet in olor y yAGrra and the rest, but they 
do not succeed very well. I suspect Aristotle used a clear 
antithesis to 76 xvpiov and wrote 76 pév yap <Eevixdv TO> wy 
idwwriKov Trommoret K.T.A. 


22. 5. 14586 10 Perhaps one ought not to alter such a 
fragmentary and burlesque verse as ovx av y' épdpevos Tov 
 éxeivov é\AcBopov. There seems however no reason to 
think that the line did not stand by itself, in which case 
the accusative has no construction; and in any case 
épdjevos is not prima facie apposite. [ and TT (TI) 
being confusable and confused, possibly we should read 
ovx av mpiduevos. A° has yepdpevos as one word. 

In what follows, 76 pév otv daiverbai rws ypwpevov TovTw 
T® TpdTw yedoiov, the strongest sense which we can give 
daiverbar seems inadequate to the imputed meaning of 
using ostentatiously, or markedly. If a man makes any 
use at all of the devices in question, he must of necessity 
paiverOar, not AavOavew. You cannot lengthen a short 
syllable without its being observed. daperas for zws 
however is not only improbable palaeographically but itself 
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hardly the right word. dzperis and mperdvtws below do 
not support it. We want a word meaning either too 
much or ostentatiously. Any such use is daperyjs, but 
amperOs does not itself express the nature of the fault. In 
other words I imagine something like <epirras> rus to 
have stood here. 


22. 7. 14586 20 I have suggested before now that 
AicyvAov and Evpiridov should exchange places. The 
sense of the passage requires this. The «ai between them 
might then, though it need not, go closely in sense with 
7 ard. In Plat. Symp. 223 the Oxyrhynchus papyrus 
and one or two MSS. invert the two names ’Apiotoddvy Kai 
Swxpdrn. 


23. 1. 1459a 21 (det) pr Spotas ioropias tas ovvybes 


elvai, 1.e. ‘ ordinary histories should not be like tragedies,’ 
when the real meaning is that tragedies should not 
be like ordinary histories. I do not see how Bywater’s 
Getvar for etva (i.e. regard them as like) gets over this odd 
inversion. A favourite correction is py dpolas taropiats 
Tas ovvOéceas etvar, and Butcher looked with some favour 
on the proposal (McVey) to read oias for émoias. Has 
anyone ever suggested dpolas toropiats Tals cvvybeow etvar? 


23. 4. 1459b 4 é« 6&€ Kumpiwy rodXal (rpaywdia) Kai TAs 


puxpas “TAuddos mAéov oxto. 


There are great objections to ‘more than eight.’ Eight 
is not a round number and therefore ‘ more than eight’ is 
a very odd expression when the context has nothing to 
occasion it. (Cf. Axionicus 6. 5 adore pe | éviore rovAd- 
xloTov OKT Tpavpara | éyev and Aristophanes Frogs 1129 
mreiv 7 SwHdexa, but these are comic). Aristotle goes on to 
give the names of ten, which are no doubt more than 
eight, but would naturally have been just stated as ‘ten.’ 
As miéov 7, 1.¢. tA€ov dxTw, and wA€ov 7 more than admit of 
easy confusion, I conjecture that zAéov 7 with a letter 
numeral, presumably 10, was the original, and that the 
numeral has been lost. In this case we must also suppose 
at least one name of a tragedy to have dropped out. In 
eleven names this might easily happen. 


4 


>» Se eile a 
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24, 3. 1459b 22 rpaywdidv raév eis piay dxpoacw TiWepevov. 


I have published before the conjecture xafepevwr. 
xabinus is the technical word for entering, whereas réOyp is 
not so used. 


24. 7. 1460a 6 I think Spengel was right in wishing to 
strike out the first airdv, a mere dittograph. 


25. 6. 1460b 34 otk ddnOH GAN iows <a> det? a is 
easily lost before 8. <ofa> dei has been conjectured. 


26. 4. 1462a 16 kai er od puixpov peépos (éxer), THY MOVTLKTY 
Kal Tas ayers (Hv oy the Aldine), be as al mSovai ouv- 
ioravTat evapyeorata. eira Kal TO évapyes EXEL Kal év ™m 
dvayvaoe Kai éri TaV epyuwv. 

I think there are not less than three things wrong here. 

(1) In 6. 19. 14505 16 pedrporota is expressly called 
péytotov TOV povoudrwv, and we should therefore expect be 
gs 32 évapyeorara to be said of Thv povounyv. The 
difficulty about ras des and bu 7s points - the same way. 
We may then perhaps read ras owes Kai THY povotKyy, 
or Kal Tas overs might follow évapyeorara. 

(2) évapyéorara is misused.  évdpyea is clearness ; clear- 
ness to the eye, the imagination, the understanding. A 
thing is évapyés when it is clearly and distinctly seen. A 
feeling keenly felt is not évapyés, except to an observer in 
its manifestations. Pleasure therefore cannot arise évapyds 
in the sense of keenly. évapyécratra is a mere mistaken 
anticipation of the word évapyés, in its proper use, imme- 
diately following. Aristotle must have employed some 
other and more suitable superlative to express the strength 
and keenness of the pleasure. In Hth. 7. 7. 11506 7 
isxvpal ydoval are mentioned, and icyvpdrara might do 
here, but we cannot fix the word. 

There are, I think, several instances in the Poetics of 
this anticipation or repetition of a word driving out the 
word intended. 13. 7. 1453a 30 is a very clear case, 7 
mpwtTn Aeyouevn . . . ovtoracis, y SutAnv THY oVoTATW 
éxovoa. In 17. 3. 1455a 34 aerompévovs may have come 
from zovivra following, and 7#Avov for dAdya (Ueberweg) in 
21. 7. 14576 28 is a repetition of Adov in the line before. 
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aedys in 22. 7, 1458 25 is probably due to the same word 
in 27 ; and we may perhaps find below another example of 
the same thing. Cf. also on 5, 4. 

(3) A logical English writer would say ‘it possesses 
distinctness ’ not ‘on the stage as well as in reading,’ but 
‘in reading as well as on the stage,’ or ‘both on the stage 
and in reading,’ because the stage distinctness is the greater 
and more obvious. For a like reason should we not read 76 
evapyes Exet kal emi TOV Epywv Kal év TH avayvoce ! 


26. 6. 14626 4 Arrov pia piunow % T&V éroToLOV: oNpetov 
dé- éx yap drovacotv pyjoews wAciovs Tpaywdiat yivovrat. 


Can pipjoews stand alone in the sense of such or epic 
pipnowst? Either (I think) some word is missing or 
pipnoews is another instance of repetition from the imme- 
diate context. ovardcews would not be perfectly clear 
either, but better than what we have. ézozotias is not 
possible, for it always means epic poetry in general, not an 
epic poem. 


26. 7. 14626 11 owveornKey ws evdéxeTar apiota Kai Ort 
padiota pias mpdgews pipnors. 


For or. we should probably read either éori or <éstiv> 
ért. ‘The confusion is well known. 





I add the main part of a review of Bywater’s Poetics 
which appeared in the Classical Review, volume 24 :— 


I will venture now to indicate a few of the places in 
which, after reading Mr. Bywater’s notes, I still feel 
doubts as to the real meaning of Aristotle and am not 
altogether convinced that Mr. Bywater is in the right. . . . 

Just mentioning that I cannot think ‘narration,’ which 
Jowett also uses, a good rendering of the Platonic 
word dijyyows (p. 118), since ‘narration’ really represents 
amayyeAia and dupynors is rather ‘exposition’ or ‘setting 
forth’ in any way, e.g. by pure pipuyors, I take first the 
‘two causes’ to which Aristotle ascribes the origin of 
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poetry. Mr. Bywater will not hear of the newer view that 
one of these was meant to be man’s natural sense of 
rhythm and harmony, and that a passage explicitly 
stating this has been lost. Yet not only do Aristotle’s 
own later words (14485 20) strongly suggest this, but we 
have also to consider—and this argument Mr. Bywater 
quite ignores, though he cannot have overlooked it—that 
without it poetry, as a specific form of imitation, is not 
accounted for. The general love of imitation and imi- 
tations hardly accounts for the particular thing, poetry, 
until the differentia of poetry—what specially concerns 
language and perhaps music—is added and explained. A 
love of imitating will make us imitate, but is it enough 
to make us imitate in verse and often to a musical 
accompaniment ? 

Take again the meaning of the’ word zepirérea and of 
the definition which the Greek gives of it. Mr. Bywater 
adheres to the old view, that it is merely a sudden change 
or reversal of situation, as against Vahlen’s contention 
that it only applies ‘when a man’s actions (rév zpartro- 
pévwv) are found to have consequences the direct opposite 
of what the agent meant or expected,’ so that, on Vahlen’s 
_ showing, the fall of Wolsey in Henry VIII. would not be 
a peripeteia, while the defeat of Shylock would be one, 
‘and perhaps the most dramatic there is. Putting any 
other arguments aside, does Mr. Bywater recognise that 
the Greek definition, 4 «is 1d évavriov t&v mpatTopévwv 
peraBodn, does not on his interpretation imply at all that 
the change is sudden or even in any degree rapid, for it 
might describe equally well the weraBacrs of any tragedy ? 
and is 7a mparroweva a natural expression, as he under- 
stands it, say for Wolsey’s position before his fall? It 
may be forced into covering such a sense, but is it the 
natural phrase for Aristotle to use? If, on the other 
hand, we follow Vahlen, neither of these difficulties 
arises, for the sense of 74 zparroyueva then keeps us clear of 
them. It is no answer to this to say that zepiréresa else- 
where expresses something sudden: our concern just now 
is with the definition actually given in this place. 

The note on 76 giAdvOpwrov (13. 2. 14526 38) is not to 
me quite convincing. Here and in 18. 6. 1456a 21 
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Mr. Bywater keeps to the older interpretation of humane 
feeling even for the wicked when in distress, while recent 
critics have usually or often explained it—to quote his 
words—as ‘satisfying our sense of poetical justice, a true 
lover of’ mankind being bound to rejoice in the punish- 
ment of evil-doers.’ It is a very doubtful point, but my 
own feeling is in favour of the latter explanation. The 
sense thus ascribed to the word seems to me, oni the whole, 
to suit the passages better; it is a quite proper meaning 
(cf. Prometheus 28 rowir’ érnipov tod piravOpwrov tpdrov, 
probably the first appearance of ‘philanthropy’ in extant 
literature): Aristotle himself in Rhet. 2. 9. 13866 27 
indicates that right-minded people will have no Avry at all 
over the distress of a bad man; and this general position 
may be illustrated copiously from all sorts of sources. I 
will quote from four. A line ascribed to Menander 
(Monost. 345) runs: px tovs Kaxods oixtepe mpdavtas KaKds. 
Cicero in Cat. iv. 11-13 argues that love and tenderness 
towards Rome must give rise to strong animosity and 
severity against the conspirators: si vehementissimt 
fuerimus, misericordes habebimur ; sin remissiores esse 
voluerimus, summae nobis crudelitatts 1m patriae civi- 
umque pernicie fama subeunda est. Brutus says in 
Julius Caesar, 3. 1. 170 


pity to the general wrong of Rome— 
As fire drives out fire, so pity pity— 
Hath done this deed on Caesar. 


Macaulay remarks of the people’s attitude to Jeffreys 
at the Revolution: ‘The hatred which that bad man 
inspired had more affinity with humanity than with 
cruelty.’ 

When Mr. Bywater makes the tragic dyapria (the 
dpaptia, that is, which Aristotle think should bring on the 
catastrophe) only a mistake about some matter of fact or 
some error of judgment, and appeals to Hthics 5. 10 as 
showing this, he is perhaps falling into the error which he 
himself points out of expecting too rigid consistency in 
Aristotle’s use of language. If we are to go strictly by the 
definition in the Hihics (étav pH wapaddyws dvev dé xaxias, 
dpdprnpa),we should have to say of the éudprnwa of Oedipus 
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that it consisted in his not remembering that the unknown 
stranger on the road might perhaps be his father. To 
quote the Prometheus again, éxwv, éxdv jyaptov, obK apv7- 
copa. is the admission of more than an error of judgment, 
unless Mr. Bywater extends the sense of that phrase 
to an error of moral judgment—in other words, a moral 
error—in which case there would be no difference between 
us. But I think he can hardly do this. Cf. Antig. 914 
and 926; Bacchae 1121 ete. 

I am sorry not to have persuaded him of the truth of 
my view about the meaning of the words xwywdoi and 
tpaywoot. I will not argue the matter further here, 
except to ask why in 22. 8. 14586 32 rots tpaywéovs should 
not have the well-recognised sense of ‘tragedy,’ ‘the tragic 
- drama or stage,’ which appears, for instance, undeniably in 
Birds 512% Given the possibility of that meaning—and I 
have illustrated it profusely—there is no sort of reason for 
taking the Poetics passage otherwise. 

As to recognition da pvyyyns TO aicbécbar te iddvrTa 
(16. 5. 1454 37), Mr. Bywater renders these words 
‘through memory, from a man’s consciousness being 
awakened by something seen or heard,’ and his note shows 
that ‘consciousness’ here is intended to be the same thing 
as memory—memory awakened by the picture seen, the 
verses heard, and so on. But can aioGéoa1, standing alone, 
express ‘remembering’? Surely, at the very least, an 
object for the verb must in that case have been provided... . 

In the antithesis of zoditixés and fnropixds XAé€yew 
(6. 16. 14505 7) Mr. Bywater makes zoActixdés mean ‘like 
a statesman.’ However appropriate this may be occasion- 
ally to a Theseus or Odysseus, is it really probable that 
Aristotle would have affirmed it of most characters in 
tragedy—Ajax, Philoctetes, Antigone, Hecuba, Electra, 
Iphigenia, and the like? In spite therefore of the re- 
ference in the context to # wodurixy, I am inclined to think 
that oditixas only means ‘in the style of ordinary 
people,’ that is without obvious oratoriecal devices and 
artifices, comparing such uses of the word as Isocrates’ 
mokitiKa évéouara for ‘ordinary words,’ or Demosthenes’ 
ovr dp0as exov obre roditixdv, ‘the way one citizen should 
treat another.’ 

K 
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- On the great question of the catharsis itis now some time 

since a French writer enumerated some thirty theories and 
went on to add a new one of his own, and everyone knows 
how much variety of opinion may exist. Mr. Bywater 
adopts and maintains very decidedly the well-known theory 
advanced (with some difference between them) by Weil 
and Bernays—the homoeopathic, or, as he calls it, the 
pathological theory. I could have wished he had said 
something on a point which has always troubled me. The 
theory turns on the following assumption. Feelings of 
pity and fear without any particular definite object were, 
at any rate in the opinion of Aristotle, constantly ac- 
cumulating in the mind of the ordinary Greek man. The 
cases occurring in real life offered him no adequate oppor- 
tunities of indulging these feelings and so obtaining 
relief. To his great discomfort therefore they continued 
to become more and more oppressive, until the time of 
year arrived at which he could hasten to the theatre and, 
when they had been there still further increased, finally 
discharge them upon the sufferings of Orestes or Niobe, 
and so have done with them for a short time, until they 
began to accumulate again. Is this idea of the accumu- 
lation of abstract pity and fear at all plausible and such 
as we can attribute to Aristotle? The upholders of the 
theory are not bound themselves to believe in such 
accumulation, but can they think that Aristotle believed 
init? Something might conceivably be said in favour of 
such an idea with regard to pity, though I think not with 
real justification. But could Aristotle or anyone else 
maintain that men in general or the Greeks in particular 
were liable to such growths of indeterminate fear— 
that is, were always gradually growing more and more 
afraid of they knew not what, more and more apprehensive, 
but apprehensive of nothing in particular, and had to 
work the feeling off through its special excitement at a 
theatrical performance ? 

Mr. Bywater states the hypothesis in a way (p. 155) 
which suggests he is not insensible to this difficulty, but, 
to my mind, it only makes the difficulty a little more 
distinct. He brings the tragic pleasure into ‘the classifi- 
cation of pleasures in the Nicomachean Ethics which 
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recognises the existence of a class of things as pleasurable, 
not directly and in themselves, but through their effect, 
as being of the nature of cures or remedies (iatpetac) to 
remove the disquietude arising from an unsatisfied want, 
and restore us to a normal condition of body or mind... . 
The tragic excitement, which in the language of the 
Politics acts as an iatpeia or kdGapors, is clearly a pleasure 
of this kind—one of those described by Aristotle as 
iatpevovra jdea.’ ‘To speak of ‘an unsatisfied want’ in this 
connexion is surely to use an odd expression. ‘ Un- 
satisfied want’ in this case can only mean that a man 
wants to get rid of a pain or discomfort—namely, the 
feeling of fear or pity that is growing upon him— 
whereas in the Ethics Aristotle means the ‘ want’ of some 
positive (not negative) thing, like food or drink. Or are 
we to understand after all that what is wrong with the 
man is not his being overburdened with pity or fear, but 
his suffering from lack of some opportunity of enjoying those 
feelings, for Mr. Bywater speaks elsewhere (p. 159) of 
their being ‘defrauded of the satisfaction naturally due to 
them’? [So Weil (Etudes sur le Drume Antique, 161) ‘ce 
besoin d’émotion.’} But that would surely mean too little 
_of them, not too much, and be hard to reconcile with what 
is the very presupposition of the theory. It cannot 
regard the man at one and the same time as uneasy under 
an excessive accumulation of pity or fear and as craving 
_ an opportunity of feeling it. An accumulation means that 
he is feeling it too much already. In truth, reference to 
the Hthics only makes the paradoxical nature of the 
homoeopathic hypothesis more evident. 

I may perhaps mention two or three smal] things in 
which I welcome Mr. Bywater’s agreement. In 20. 1. 
1457a 35 he rejects the Maccadwrév of Diels (and perhaps 
the Arabic version). Tt is indeed an extravagant supposi- 
tion that ‘most’ of the words, or even of the names, in 
use at Massalia were such as Hermocaicoxanthus. In 
13. 6. 1453a@ 28 he interprets av xatropbwhdcw as good 
management by the poet, not by the actors and others, 
and this is, I think, certainly right. . . . Another small 
matter is his adoption of the view maintained by Sommer- 
brodt as to the word troxpirys, that it means, not as most 
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critics think an answerer, but an interpreter, spokesman, 

to the poet. Answerer would be a somewhat ludicrous 

name, to say nothing of the difficulty about the unattic 

tro. I am glad again that Mr. Bywater does not believe 

_ in Aristotle’s meaning to say or imply in Chap. i. that 
poetry can be written in prose. 


IX 
THE PROBLEMS 


Tue following notes are of a very partial and imperfect 
kind, The contents of the book are extremely miscellane- 
ous, mainly scientific or quasi-scientific in their nature. 
Large parts have no interest for me at all, and I am quite 
incompetent to deal with the subjects which they discuss. 
These I have not read or have only skimmed. 

The text, which is at present in a very poor way, rests 
mainly on the Oxford edition of Bekker (1837), and Busse- 
maker’s edition (1857) in the Firmin Didot Aristotle. My 
notes will show some of the things which they allowed 
to pass not only without correction but without any indica- 
tion of discontent. 


1. 12. 2 Read 8a d€ 7d. yoAddes <aixpods> Tors trodero- 
pevous elvac xvpovs. Without some such predicate the 
words cannot be translated. Observing yAvxurdrov above, 
cf. de An. 2. 10. 4226 10 ra 8 cidy rv yupav . . . Td yAvKD 


‘ ‘ / 
Kal TO TiKpOV. 

1. 45 da ti peraBadrAew Set ra KatatAdopata; 7 OTL ws 
pardrov aicbavynras ; 

The impossible 67 @s is merely dzws. 71, er, and w are 
well known to get exchanged. 


1, 50 (end) For ot yap read 6 yap or & yap, explained by 
diaxvOnvai te Kai OeppavOnvan. 


1. 56. 1 <év> rerapraious rvperois. Cf. first words of 55. 
In § 2 the vivacity of dpas (like that of vy Ava twice in 
Politics, book T) is curious, but the word seems right. 
Cf. Ar, Hq. 92 and Thesm. 490: Plato Protag. 336 B. épas 
<dt> drov is possible, but hardly preferable, 
138 
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2. 32. 1 érevopepopevov <cis> Ta mupiatypia. 7. iS Cer- 
tainly not the subject of idpotow. 


3.5.3 drav trepretvntar Ouvaper. 


As tmepreivw seems always used in the active, read 
brepteivyn TH (Or TL) Suvaper. 


1b. 6 ote yap av éemuoraéy TUs adros TOV Tpopwdar bypav, 
mporavadéper Far oupBaiver TO O€ émtiKdv aiTdv, as TH TOU 
TovovTou exArciWer yevowevyns THS Stadvoews. 

He is speaking of of papdvoe tov Biov éxXeirovres, people 
pining away. What 76 édrrixov has to do with this, it 
would be hard to say, and é¢ is out of the question. I 
suggest 76 Cwrixov avtav, their vitality. and de or & are 
certainly sometimes confused. With zpocavadéeperOar cf. 
the intransitive sense of éravadépw. 


3. 9. 3-4 Some of this is not intelligible to me and 
certainly there are things in it which must be wrong. One 
would think éziOvpia can only be edOeta. drodcirwv is 
clearly dmoX«<irov (the editors seem to make it refer to 
dws!) ; cf. dwoAcirev totto below. At the beginning of 3 
is ov« before éyyvs right ? 


3. 10 (end) ravrod for tatra? The variant yxpdvoy is 
better than rpdzov. 


3. 16 (end) raird, I think, for ToUTO, as in 8. 9. 5 rotro 
should apparently be written for tairo. In Book 7. 7 pro- 
bably rairé for airé (31. 7 the same correction has been 
made). 


3. 20. 1 6rav taoby <ri> rst With dvo daivetar it 
seems specially needed. 


3. 25 Is this problem really consecutive? At # dre det 
the subject seems to change from intoxication to sleep and 
sleeplessness. Perhaps the question to which 7 dr det is 
the answer has been lost, as in Book 30. 14 and one or two 
other places. 

In § 2 not only a participle governing Tupias but some 
such verb as yiverau or op Baiver before dypumvia is missing. 
Read at the end raira for ratra and éxarepov (as in Book 
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33. 3 Bussemaker) for érepov (7.¢. eis raira BAerréov Kad’ 
Exatepov Tov Tabor). 


3. 26. 7 drav EvAov paxpov Kai péeya wy edKpatas Exy TLS, TO 
GKpOV TpEpel. 

No such word as eixparyjs seems known. Read éyxpards. 
Xen. de Re Eq. 7. 8 of rider and reins otrw yap eora . . . 
H XElp eyKpareorary. 

3. 35 Something like airioy or rountixov, governing Tod 
Svvacba rive, is lost. So apparently in 8. 17. 2 to govern 
THs WEews. 

4.13.3 ipara yiverou & aipovor kai é«BadAovar. 

For aipovor there is a variant d¢povor. It hardly needs 
that to tell us that dd@a:potor was the original. In 5. 34.3 
héeper is a variant for ddaipet. 

In § 6 read kat aird dé. 


4. 24 Read ot <piv> ddpodiorafovres (like ra pev follow- 
ing and oi pev at beginning of 25) and xai for 7 before oi 
TOLOUTOL. 


4.25 ai Oeppai dices ev td Oper cuprimtrovew .. ., ai dé 
Woxpat OaAmovaw. éore dé 6 pev avijp Enpos kat Oeppuds, 7 Se 
yuvn Wyxpa kal typd. Tod pév ody avdpds jHpavpwrat 7 Sivapis, 
tav O€ OddAc. 

Gadde. does not seem to have suggested to the editors 
that the unmeaning @dA7ovow is only a blunder for @aA- 
Aovew. 


4. 29 yor? mpocicrarar, not mpoicrara. The words are 
confused again in 33. 17. 2. 


5. 13. 1 76 dé Wdxos Sdxpvov roel. 


Not makes a tear but makes us shed tears, dSaxpvew roret, 
as in the very next line and in 37. 1. 


5. 26 (end) 7 dru capxaddys (6 pnpds) dore odd TO Kara 
pvow Exov év avTe ; 

ro kata dvow by itself means nothing here, but we might 
read 76 kata dvow <Oeppov> exe. 


/ 
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5. 27 evo (not éviows) EAxyn exhvovow. 


5. 30 €ws <av> avtimedbn. In 12. 3. 1 ba tiv’ airiav 
<av> ein. 


5 40 1 8 ‘ / cal , ec ‘ \ c \ 5 /, 4 
-40. 1 dia ri rév Tepiratwv oi Kata Tas dd0vs aKkoruTEpot 
ciow of dvdpadro Tov eibewr ; 


Read réyv (for oi) kard. ot was due to the oi following. 


7. 8 In the first two §§ azo occurs three times, but id 
should be read in all of them. dAicxeobar amd twos, 
xwvela Oat aad Twos, is not good Greek. voceiv dro twos in 3 
is different. For airéd in 4 read atry, understanding 
yAioxpov to refer to 7d droppéov or to be used loosely. 


8. 9. 3 ddévres rod xwdivov must be either adeOevres as in 
§ 5 or possibly avévros. 


8. 20. 2 wavcow7 av, though it lingers in the texts, is a 
bad blunder for zavcaw7’ dv. 


10. 5 Aerrodepporarov tov Lwowv éoriv, dua S€ Kal mvevpa- 
TWOETTEPOV. 


The constant blunder of substituting comparative for 
superlative. 


10. 10 7a d& dAAa {Ga . . . pds aird Totrd ciow should 
of course be zpos aité rovtw, absorbed in this alone, 


10. 13. 1-2 dca tas peraBodrds . . . <ovoas> ovTw peyadas, 
and airiov <rotv> ro.atra yevéoGat. aitvos now and then takes 
accusative and infinitive, or infinitive alone, without an 
article, but does it ever in Aristotelian Greek ? 


10, 15. 1 7 dé aicOnois hice To eurpoocber. 


There is nothing to govern 76 éuzpoobev. Read rod, or 
possibly <mpds> To. 


10. 30: dca ri Tots Lwous dprioe wddes ; ] OTL TaVTOS pev TOD 
Kiwoupevov avaykn Te npepetv, cvveBawve O€ wEepiTT@V OvTwV ji) 
yiverOar troitT0; Omep Kata THY avTLOTOLyiav TOV TOdaY HY 7 
Kivynots. 
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omep is without construction and sense; read eizep. It 
might be thought that cvvéBawe needs the addition of av, 
but in certain cases the imperfect dispenses with it. Cf. 
Isaeus 1. 45 (twice) ei... éreAevrnoev (if he had died), . . 
ovK éxeivos éyiyvero Kvpios: Lysias 7. 32 radra mpdgas... 
exépdawvov pev ovoev, euavtov 8 eis xKivdvvov xabioryy : 
Demosth. 51. 9, 54. 33. dpriot wddes should probably be 
dptio. <oi> modes: cf. 26 and on 13. 4. 5 below. 


10, 31. 2 (Of the time which animals spend awake) 730 8¢, 
ovoe e€ixds, bua TO dvaravow clvar daiverar. GAX’ odd’ évtadOa 
mreiw xpovov 4 avdravors yiverat TV Kata piaw Epywv" ovd «i 
TO éobiew Hditov Tod py, Spws TAEwW ypdvov eobiovcow 7 
aoLTovow. 

ovd€e eixds is not merely without meaning but a downright 
contradiction as it stands. I conjecture that it should be 
placed after gpywv, and that ovd° «i after it should be ovéde 
<yap> «i. In ordinary grammar dvdravow would be 
avaravots, but cf. on Rhet. 1364a 25. 


10. 32 ba ri rdv Lowy Ta pev €dOds aKorovbet Trois yevv7- 
cao, Ta 8 dé, olov avOpwros, ) ports 7) OvdéroTE; 7 SidTL TH 
pev Taxd arodapBave: 7d (one MS. rodro) yvwpifew, 7a 8 Gwe; 
Kal Ta pev avaicOnta tod @peAodvros, TA de Exer aicOnow ; 
doa pev ovv Gudw exer Tadta (Aéyw 8 olov Kal aicOyow Tod 
@pedovvros Kal émiteXcow Tod cwpartos) aKxoAovbet, Ta SE pH 
dpdw (1.2. Exovra) ov moet tovto’ Set yap SdvvacOar Kai 
Stara Gaver bau. 

Is 75 ywwpitew right? Observe two points :—(1) It is 
practically, if not absolutely, identical with 76 éyew aicOnow 
Tov wpeAodvtos, from which it yet seems to be distinguished. 
(2) The following sentences not only say explicitly, what is 
of course obvious, that bodily power (émuréAcots Tod oHpartos 
and dévvacGa) is also requisite, but they give that and 
aiaOno1s as the two conditions; whereas 7 dim... exe 
atcOnow takes no account of bodily power at all. Although 
then yvwpifew seems so apposite, should we not read 
Badifev % 


10. 36. 3 eis rHv TovTwv obv <diow> petaBddArAa? Cf. 37 
peraBddrovor tiv diow ... «is Ta dyova. At present there 
is nothing we can supply to rnv. See on 10. 62 below. 
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10. 38 da ri paddov dvOpwrros ToAdas pwvas adinot, Ta dé 
ddXa piav, ddiddopa ovta TO elder (1.2. apparently 80 long as 
they are of the same species) ; Kat Tod avOpwrov pia dwviy 
GANG SidAexrou woAAal. 


10. 39 dia ri dé airy GAAy, Tots 5 GAXOts Ov; 7 Ste K.T.A. ; 


First kai... oddai should be 7 kai... moAAai; 4 was 
lost after « in «ide. Secondly airy adAAy is devoid of 
meaning, and neither word can be right. The parts of 
d\Xos and of rodvs are sometimes confused (cf. p. 50), 
and adAAos following would help the confusion. Perhaps 
therefore the original was dia ri de attra ToAAat, Tos Oe 
dAXots ov; Whatever the exact words, that is undoubtedly 
the general sense, as the sequel shows. 


10. 41. 2 eis ypdvos ris TeAerWorews yiverar ov dvatpiWas. 


Surely duatpivaor.. In the next words one would like to 
substitute uyrpa for the senseless 7Aye, but the corruption 
does not explain itself. 


10. 45. 2 The force of padAXov cannot be carried on into 
the next uae Read therefore ofov <paAAov> rrasdiov. 


In 4 the sentence ¢vae: — kai jnuepa seems hopeless, for 
part must have been lost. ofua: is evidently wrong. dpriov 
in the words following is perhaps airfov (« and p inter- 
change), but, if so, something is again lost. Whatever 
aptiov may be, it is not apt: ot (Bussemaker). 


10. 52 da ti immos imm@ xalper Kai ériOupet, avOpwros be 
avOpdrw, Kai dws be TA Gvyyevn Tols cvyyeveot Kal dpoiots; 
> ‘ ‘\ 4 4 7 lal Lal a ¢€ + ie 7 cal cal 
od yap dy dpotws ot. wav L@ov Kadov, 7 dé ériBupia Tod Kadod. 
eu ovv TO KaAdv HOvov civat- viv 5€ pwaAXov od wav KadXos 7HdY, 
\ b ‘ \ ¢Q7 ERNS! a - i \ oN \ x e€Q7 2 
TO KaXdOv Kal TO HOU" OSE TAaTW H HOoV7) HY TO KaAddV HOU, olov 

~ RK A pe da ee ee RS , ” , 
hayety 7) mtv eotiv novov érépw Kai ddpodioidcar GAAw. didTe 
pev ovv ExacTov TO ovyyevel pevryvipevov pddiota Kal ndwora 
adpodioidler, GAAO mpoBAnpwa: ote 5€ Kai KadAALoTOV, odKETL 
ir. bé sA\XAG c “ ‘ > A P, nd , 9 a ‘ Xo 
GAnbés. GAA Huets TO cis THV TvvoVaiav HOV, OTL O pev KaAor, 
Ott ériOupodvres xaipopev Spares. 


ore after éuoiws should no doubt be éoré. The comparative 
novov calls for 76 xadAdcov rather than 76 xaddv. The follow- 
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ing 70 kaddv Kai ro HOU is meaningless ; and 7 76 Kaddv Hdd 
is certainly wrong, at least where it stands, because ofov 
gayeiv x.7-A. is connected not with it but with the words 
before it, ot8€ zacw 7 4Sovn, though these words themselves 
are imperfect. I incline to think that 7 76 xaddv dv is 
merely some sort of dittograph from the preceding line, 
being almost the same as ov wav xadXos 750. Perhaps we 
might read éde. ovv 7d KadAALov Hdwov civat: viv 5é paddAov od 
mav KaAXos Hou: <€repov yap> To kadov Kal TO HOV. odd Tacw 
Hh <aity> Hdovy, otov x.t.A. In the last sentence Prof. Platt 
has emended ori 6 pév to xadodper, rightly (I think) in 
principle. I had previously thought of voyifouer, which is 
closer in letters (ro . . . #80 vopi{opev Kadov). 


10. 59. 1 (end) Surely wAciwy for rr«iw. 


10. 62 Read tév rovottwv oiwy (not otov) dpvéwv = idio- 
matically ofa dpvea. Of. Soph. Tr. 444 yarépas y’ olas épuod. 
With rHv tév avOpmrwv the substantive can hardly have 
been left to be understood (but cf. the curious parallel of 
10. 36 above) and can hardly have been anything but éxdocu, 
though that word does not appear in-the dictionary in the 
present sense. I would read éyovor yap kai tatra (not tadra 
kai: cf. on 18. 3. 1) rHv rév avOpdiruv <ékdoow>* 6 <dé> 
éxeivols TodAaxyn Oia 7ARG0s, TovTw (NOt Todro) cis Kehadny 
exdidwow" ovre yap... ovTe K.T.A. TovTw 1.2. man is a change 
in number, such as in 29. 13. 1 below. 


10. 65 ei xai py should, I think, be «i? pi) cad. Kad is not 
wanted with «i when «ay precedes. 


11. 6. 6 76 5€ should be rod dé, governed by airiov. 
11. 8. 1 xpoorimrov(ra), agreeing with dépa. 


11. 20. 2 4 d€vrns tis dwvijs ob povov eotiv év Ta Taxéws 
KwetoGat GAAG Kai év TO AerTOTaTov Wodov yiver Oat. 

For Xerrérarov read Aerrov tov, the superlative being 
inappropriate. One MS. indeed has éAdrrw rév, in which 
the comparative is more inappropriate still ; but éAdrrw is 
only a corruption of the less familiar Aerrdv, dwvi) erry 
being a regular expression. 
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11. 27. 3 ovx draprife: 7a aird. 


Read ratra: the two things do not tally, do not go 
together. 


1b. 5 It appears to me that the argument requires the 
insertion of a negative: 6rav <p> ottw tvxn Td pdptov 
éxov. The next words should be drav <8> éxurodis 7 ev 
TH aicOyoe @ (1.e. rodro &: MSS. dv) exwHOn didvora. 

In 4 the anacoluthon AaBdvra, as though he had said 
above dvvaywv AapPBave, is noticeable. 


11. 33. 2 edxpuvys, not eixpwwes, referring to didvoia. For 
the same reason xai aira should be xat airy, just as we have 
dia. TO pent adrny évéepyev further on. In 7. 8. 4 we found 
avta for airy. 


11. 35 Kwjoews <ovons>. 


ii. 49 The texts give us Wodotrvtes dxovonev. wWododvTos 
is of course needed. 


11. 58. 5 <rod> airoi. 


11, 62. 1 gore d& 76 ard tAELovos SuvaKwyTdorTEpov. 


This is both untrue and just contrary to the sense 
required. Perhaps we may read rogodro(v) rA«lovos eixwn- 
ToTepov, any given quantity is easier to move than a larger. 
ei- and dvo- are now and then confused. I have thought 
also of 76 aird wietov bv dvaKxwnrdrepov, but wAetov dv seems 
questionable for 2f increased. 


12. 2 For xaOapa read xafapwrépa or <paGdAAov> xabapa. 
13. 4.5 Kat <at> duadvoyjoes. 


16. 12. 1 éav tus <td> Kovddrepov, as two lines below and 
again in the next. 


17. 3. 1 The-words 7a. dé éyyutépw rhs apyns mpoTepa Seem 
to be out of their proper place. They might stand after 
eivar wadrov, but will go better after rod wavrds. I do not 
feel sure that the xaé in xai orav is right: possibly the 
original was Tov wavTds Kal Ta éyyuTépw K.T.A. 
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In 2 7, easily lost after v, should be inserted at the 
beginning. 2 does not continue the preceding explanation, 
but suggests an entirely new one, the consequences of 
which come at the end of 4, namely that there are no prior 
and posterior at all. In ézi rod ovtpavod kai éxdorov tov 
dotpwv dopa kvkdos tis gore we must read either <rq7> rod 
or <> dopa (yn again lost after v). tadra should be raira : 
cf. rods avrovs just below. 


18. 1. 3 aircov 7 must have had a paAdorv. 


18. 3. 1 Should not éori tatra kai be éori kai ratra? Kai 
with émi uépovs means nothing. Cf. on 10. 65. 


18.5 Taking 30.9 with this, I would read 6 pa ri 
tUpavvos, 6 5¢ rotov 7 Tupavvis ‘here, and otdv te for otov ru 


there. 


18. 6 airé is wrong in itself, and rovrw is given in other 
quotations. 


18. 7. 1 da ré robs pév, av dpéwvtas dvaywodoKev, tarvos 
NapBaver kai pr PBovdAopévors, Tovs dé od BovAopevous roret 
dvvacba, Grav AdBwor BiBriLov. 


Consideration of the plain sense shows that the second 
clause should run rods dé (or rovs dé ad) BovAopévous zoret 
<pi> Sivacba : taking up a book keeps them from sleeping, 
when they wish. So in 2 we have date ob Svvavrat xabevdeuv. 
This is confirmed, though it needs no confirmation, by the 
words of the same problem in 18.1: da ri rods pév, éav 
dpEwvTat dvaywwokew, vrvos AapBdver kat pi) Bovdopévors, 
tovs 5é BovAopevovs tpoceypyyopevat, Stay AGBwor 7d BiBXlov. 
There Bussemaker inserts zoe? from our passage before 


mpooeypnyopévat, but fails to see the obvious error corrected 
above. 


19. 5 4 dre <Hrrov> Hdv 7O pavOdve ; 


Though 18. 3 and other Aristotelian passages tell us that 
learning is pleasant, the point here, as the context shows 
unmistakably, is that it is still more pleasant to-make use 
of what you have learned, 
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19. 28 Kai trav torépwv ody wddv tas mpdtas 7d adbtd 
exddXerav Orep TAS TpwTAS. 

Tas mpwtas is surely wrong in one of the two places ; not 
wrong in sense, but from the extreme awkwardness of the 
repetition. The second can not well be altered ; I suggest 
tas mporépas for the first. mpdrepos and zparos sometimes 
get exchanged. 


19. 30 otre... ovre, not ovd€. . . odd. 
19. 33 10 <pev> ard tips aps. 


19. 48. 1 <rovwotrov> pédos. . . ov Set padiora, 2.¢e. the 
yoepov Kat yovxuov peAos Of 2% Or rovodrov may have fallen 
out before atrat. 


20. 12.2 Not 7d but rod yetpov eyovros. Cf. evavtins © 
éxovtwy and évavtiws éxovros further on. For 76 and tod 


cf. above on 11. 6. 6. 
20. 32. 1 ot aikvor <ot> removes. 
22. 3 (end) dzd, as throughout, not to. 


23. 2.1 mpds tH apxn Tod mzvevpatos 7 OddAarta wobeioa 
TpwoTn THhv exonevyv adel Taitov over’ didrEep ovoNnsS adTHAS 
auvexous Kabarep pia TANYH Tvvexet mdcais yivetar TO dé ev 
évi xpovw yivetat, woTe orp Baiver THY TE TpwTHV Kal THY 
eoxatnv apa Kiveior ban. 

The words xaOdzep . . . yiverat must be wrong or incom- 
plete, for yivera: has no subject. Either read pia rAnyy 
cuvexys or (better) insert another word in the nomin- 
ative. If the latter, the word can hardly be anything 
but kivyots. 7d dé does not point necessarily to a neuter 
noun. zpwrn should be # zpurn, like riv éxopévyy, the first 
and the next sea, 1.e. parts of the sea. So wdoais, all the 
parts, and thv mpadrny, THv eoyxarnv. 

In 2 ovre should be otd¢ and re should be dé. ovre and re 
would have nothing to do with one another, as is shown by 
the sense and by 7@ zoddds ... xivyow, which goes in 
construction with od raoye Todro, coming between. 
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25. 3 dua ri 6 dnp ody typos drropevos Tod VdaTos; TaY yap 
dAAwv ovfev dtu ody typov, av ayra. 7 dit. TO EoxaTov 
avtav dpa, To S¢ éximedov aitav ovy érepov; He adds that 
air is del dvwhev Tov voarTos. 

If I understand him rightly, it seems necessary to omit 
the negative before érepov. I take him to say that air and 
water touch, but that the lower part of the air never 
coincides at all with the upper part of the water. The 
surface of each remains érepov, distinct. Heavier things go 
kaTwrépw Tod écyarov, 2.e. the water-line, and partly coincide 
with the water, or rather displace it. 


26 5 9 “A be ‘ > ‘ fol lal , \ ~ 

. 0. 2. rod d€ wy eis THY ynV TOUTO avvictacbaL Kal TOD 
‘ »” 

GVAKGLTTELW GITLOV aiTLOV OTL K.T.A. 


If dvaxéprreav simply means 7s thrown back, as seems 
probable, amidv is a dittograph of aizov. Cf. on 1. 45. 


Should rotro be rotrov, 2.e. tov dépa? 


26. 48 (end) Something like cupBaiver (to govern ryv 
opay yiverGat) is missing. 


26. 53 The texts actually print érav zvei. 
26. 54. 1 Kadvypov <dvra>. 


27. 3.5 dv idOact paotryoty 76 copa wAatEl vdpOnkt, ei 
d€ py, Tats xepoly avableppavberres. 

It is obvious that the dvaOeppavOévres must be not the 
pactiyotvres but the paortiyovmevo, and that therefore 
something is wrong. dvafeppaivovres or <ds> dvabeppa- 
voovtes is easily thought of, but the former at any rate is 
hardly likely, for it would not easily get so changed. The 
last letters of yxepoiv suggest <iv’> dvabeppavOp. iva being 
lost, the other word would undergo adaptation. 


27. 8 8a 7d éxdetwew 7d Oeppdv ... 7d piyos yiverat, did 88 
TO vypov 7 dia. 
Read d1a 5 <rd> 76 bypov, i.e. 7d éxXeirew 7d bypov. 


27.10. 1 éxOeppawvopevor 64% Perhaps d¢ should simpl 
be omitted. . ey 


Fei 
Ths fs 
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27. 11 (end) The article 7 should be omitted. It is 
probably a dittograph of « in the verb (cvpBaive Platt). 


28.1.2 xaOamep av is for xabdzep odv. 


28.5 7rd d€ evavtiov TG Hd AvTNpoTEpov. 7 SoTL waAXov 
Setrar 70 Oeppov Tod bypod 7H Oo Enpdv © COpev; — 

It has been seen that 7d Eypov should be rod Eypod and 
that © Zane refers. to 7d Oepyov. But we must bring the 
latter two phrases together by moving one of them, 2.e. 
76 Oeppov © CGuev must stand before or after rod . . . Eypod. 

The antithesis of Avrnpérepov calls for 76 <~adAov> Hdel. 


28. 6 aodpotepa <otoa>. Cf. on 26, 54. 


28. 7. 3 otadv 8& trav aicOjoewv weve Ta TE GAXa, LGa ad 
Sv0 povwv TOV mpoeipynuevwv (touch and taste) 7derat, Kara dé 
ras dAAas 7 SAWS ody HOEeTaAL 7) KaTA GUpBEByKds TodTO Tac yet. 
bpav pev yap 6 dpdv 7) Kat dadpawopevos xaiper ote arodavet. 

Who or what is 6 épév? If we had nothing to help us, 
we could still see that this sentence should refer to some 
animal, and the ovd iv further on indicates the same. 
But an animal vaguely cannot be expressed by the mascu- 
line 6 épav. Moreover dpév 6 dpav is enough to rouse 
suspicion. Hith. 3. 10. 1118a 20 solves our doubts. After 
mention, as here, of ra aAAa fda, Aristotle there goes on to 
say ovd 6 Aewy TH hwvy Tod Bods (xaiper) GAAG TH Cdwd7 . . . 
dpoiws 8 ovd idav ‘7 EAadov 7 aypiov atya’ aX’ ote Bopav 
é€e. Let us then read dépév pev yap 6 A<wv 7H Kai dadpatvo- 


‘pevos xaipe Ore aroAavce (late for drodatcerat). 6 dpav is 


only an instance of what I have often pointed out, the 
repetition of a word from the context. 

The re in ra re GAXa Coa might be questioned. It is, I 
think, only idiomatically misplaced, going in sense with 
dé Ovo... Hderar and answered by dé Though xara ras 
dAAas GAws ody HOerar is identical in sense with dd dvo. . 
noeTat, KaTa cvuPeByKds 1S an addition ; hence re and 6e. 
But re could well bespared. The pe after dpav is not easy 
to explain (cf. on 29. 13. 10 foll. below), but perhaps the 
writer was going on to say érav dé (not Kal drav) tAnpwOh 
and then failed to do so. 
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29. 2. 1 aicypov should probably be aicyuov. 


29. 4 and 8 zevia and wdodros should have capital letters, 
Ilevia, and I[lAoidros, for oddly enough they are personifica- 
tions here just as much as in Aristophanes. 


In 4, 1 write udduor’ <av>. At the end «i yap 76 xaxov 
<kaxov> €XovTo. 


29.5 In this problem (the general meaning of which is 
entirely missed by the Latin translation in the Didot 
edition) ai ddiK«iar <ai> peiLovs might perhaps be a small 
improvement, as in 12.4.5 above. Read «av réAw and — 
kav taXavrov. Cf. 6 (end). 


29. 7 wdelotov Aoywrpod Kexowovykev. mAeioTov 4 


29.12 ryv ordow Td hedvyovri diddacw, ei ws eri Td Todd 
ol hevyovres TapapvAdtrovTat. 


For the absurd «?@ we want something in the general ~ 
sense of from which or in which ; something therefore like 


evbev, Sev, &v 7. But I do not see precisely what it 
should be. 


29. 13 is a long discussion of the reasons for giving an 
accused person the benefit of the doubt, if the votes are 
equally divided, and allowing him to get off. 


Aa ~ nm n~ 
: 1 4 ore 6 pev hevywv ev TO dyave pLOvov GKHKOEV AUTOU TpdS 
~ > 5 Cal ‘ / 4 A 
@ det abrov aarnyopetcOar Kat Tovs pdptupas wapacyéobat mpos 
/ »” »” , A 
Ta KaTnyopynpeva ExerOar, ei TL wEAANOVTLW OPeANOHvat. 


airov is taken to be the prosecutor, but this is awkward. 
Read aira, going with r@ dyévu.. éyeoGau is puzzling, but I 
take it on the whole to be éyew (be able), perverted by 
nmapacxeoOa. Cf. for instance on Hih. 1153a 12 above. 
Tf ef te peAAovow odedAnPjvar is right, the number changes 
loosely, as it sometimes does both ways, from the singular 
5 devywy to the plural. airév in 5 may be another such 
case; 30. 8. 1 is clearly so (plural to singular). But 
péerdrAa, dpeAjoat, pedAos elvar, all occur as possibilities. In 
2 should twa dv be river? 

L 
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4 dor’, ci taparyravovew dv Set avrovs, eirep e€urodvrat 
tots Suxaiows, SyAov Ort ei wy TapeAtpravov éxparovv av. 

It is hardly possible that two consecutive clauses with 
ei and cizep can be right. Greek sentences are not so 
constructed, and we might rather have expected (say) 
cirep Tapadysmdvortes ... eEicotvrat. But that and other 
types one can think of are not likely to have been so much 
altered. Possibly écre tapadyrdvovow (omitting «i or 


reading kai)... «imep <otv>. Possibly dor «i rapaduura- 
vovow ... era (for eizep) eEtcodvrat. avrovs should be airois 


and dei perhaps éée. 

5 rovtwv yap éxdorov 6vtwy & KaTyyopEel avTav. 

éxaorov will not do, but we are again uncertain what 
exactly it should be. éxdorw, éxdortous, Exdorore, would all 


make sense. xaryyopetra: for xarnyopet? The active is not 
certainly wrong. 


7 In certain cases ovx oidpeba Seiv tov vopobérny mpoortt- 
Oévar T@ eyxadodvvtt, GAAG Tov ghevyovta KUpiov elvar ews av 
brepoxyv twa éxn 6 GdiKOv. dpoiws 8& Kal ext tov KpiTar, 
ered?) ovdeuiav irepoxynv icacbeacadyv TOv Widwv, Kata xyopav 
ciacev 6 vomobérns exew. eri O€ Tov pev aéwdAdywv dpapry- 
paruv peydArat Kal at KoAdces cioiv, Gore adikws pev Karay- 
dirapevors Kal pay yvovow (Kai puyvvovow one MS.) ovk éorw 
éravopOovicbat Kaipov AaBevras: drodvoacr bé Tapa Td TpoT;- 
Kov, ei pev ovTws evAaBas date pnbev Err wore ayapretv, ti dv 
Kal péya mapTyKoTes Ob KpiTat elyoav Towwdrov davOpwrov 
dmodvoavtes Oavarou ; «i d€ TL e€ toTépov dpapravo, di: audo- 
Tepa av aitov KoAdleo bar aévot. 

In this passage, of which the editors do not complain, 
there are at least five bad blunders, but they admit of 
fairly certain correction. (1) 6 dduév in the third line 
should be 6 dwxwv, to whom ézedy «.7.A. also refers. 
Possibly oy7 for éxy. ews av until almost always takes the 
aorist. (2) The éedy clause lacks an éya to govern 
brepoxyv, and, as the next line has a superfluous, though 
quite natural, éyew, perhaps we may take it from there. 
(3) px yvotow has little meaning and stands for pera- 
yvotow: tf they condemn him unjustly and subsequently 
change their minds. (4) «i pév ovrws eiAaBas, like ézecdi) 
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x.t.X., has lost its verb ; insert some such as diayou. (5) We 
have two difficulties on our hands in dzoAvcacr and aévot. 
The dative has no construction whatever, but the sentence 
may be an anacoluthon (déroAvcavres would be regular), 
érodvcac. having come from the datives preceding ; and 
dé can be corrected to déuiev, the singular being impos- 
sible. But I do not feel sure that for déot we should not 
read é&ein: cf. oix éorw above, and éorw with égeorr follow- 
ing in 29. 14. 4. In that case when Aristotle (or another) 
wrote droAvoac1, he had some form of é&etvac in his mind, 
was diverted for the moment into a sort of parenthetic 
construction, ri dv «.7.’., and reverted to his purpose at the 
end. 

In 11 I would write davAorépov for davAov, or <padAov> 
gdavrov. The pev in trav pev d&tcoAdywv auaptnudtwv seems to 
contrast greater offences with unmentioned smaller ones. 
Uses of pev in §§ 10, 13, 15 are less easy to explain. 16 d¢ 
has been rightly altered to 76 re, but possibly ro should be 
tov. Cf. for instance 30. 1. 20 % rowad’ry efits Tod x.7.X. 
See on 20. 12. 2. 


12 This section appears to be out of its place. It is 
connected in its matter with 6, not properly with what 
precedes it. 


15 Logic points to 6 pév ovv rather than 6 pev ydp. 


29. 14 Another Problem asks why theft from any public 
place, e.g. a bath, is punished with death, when theft from 
a house only entails a moderate penalty. 


4 eis pev THv oixiay ért TO KexTnEvw eotiv dvtiva av Bov- 

X > dé 6 es, y ey , ghey & 6 = a be > tal 
nrau eigdexerOar kal @ py morever ciopeperOar TO OE ev 7H 
Baraveitw Oepévw te oix eLeotw ovféva kwritoar ovre ciorévat 
» > , N ‘ , , , 

ovre ciceAOovta pi) mapa KAerryv (epixAéerryv, wepixAérrew) 

TO avTov inariov OéoOar drodvvta av, GAN’ ws ov Bovderat, év 
“~ > a Ff a 4 > ‘ ee “a / > , 

T® adT@ 7 TE TOV KrErTOV EGOS Kai H TOV péAAOVTOS azrohAVvaL 

dvapepery evar KELVTAL. 

We have first to change ciodeperOar to eicdpécbar admit 
and to insert wy before it; cf. on 11. 27. 5 and 18. 7. 1. 
The master of the house can admit anyone he likes and 
exclude anyone he does not trust. The words that follow 

L 2 
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give a ludicrously wrong sense, that a bather cannot 
prevent anyone from coming in or from laying his clothes 
down by the side of a thief. We have to omit xrérrqv 
and read py mapa TO attod <rd> ipdriov OécOa, that is, 
laying his garment by the side of the bather’s own. But 
where did xAérrnv come from? Simply from the line 
before. Read otk éeore kXéerrynv oideva kwAdoa, comparing 
the mistake suggested in 29. 13. 8 above (éyew). av after 
dzrodvvra must seemingly be omitted. 

In the words that follow, 6 vopobérns TO pev ExovTe 
eiadeLapevy Tov KAerTnV Kal aiT@ HuapTynKdTL ov Aiav peydAats 
tywpias BeBonOynxe, I would avail myself of the well-known 
confusion of xaié and @s to read as aitd or <a@s> Kat adbro. 


6 éru dé of pev &v Tots ovTw Koos ovo. TH PBovdopevw 
eioévan KAeTTOVTES KATapavels Grace yivovTat OTL Pavepoé ciowy, 
ore K.T.A. Katahavas ovv dy tovnpot SuateAovow SvTes. 

Katapavels.... davepoi does not seem to have given 
offence in spite of its tautological absurdity. Even without 
the concluding words we could divine that 67i rovypoi eiow 
is to be read. davepoi is merely a semi-repetition of xara- 
daveis, like épév and 6 épav above in 28. 7. 3. Cf. p. 78. 


At the end of 9 rats should probably be omitted before 


peiloor. 


In 10 66ev is incompatible with oiko: 6vra pé€pew, unless 
some words are lost, but we cannot be sure for what it 
stands. pyre tabdvra <pndev> pyre k.t.r. 4 

The last words of all, ob cow rov cuvepxopeba, must be 
wrong, aS ov and wov would not go together. «i or dre 
Kown Tou! ov Kowy more! 


29.15 & rots tos aitG <dv>, and in the first words 
toon yevwvtat <ai> Who, as probably in 29. 13. 1. 


30. 1. 9 8a 7d aitd rored 6 TE olvos Kal 7 Pats ExdoTou 
TO 700s. 
As the sense must be by the same means, not for the 


same reason, read 84 rod adrod. On the other hand éxacrov 
7d 400s should be éxacrov, like xa6’ éxacrov 76 760s in. 7. 
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In 12 yiverai tis Hdovn eri raclv otcw read ér for éxi. 
The words in 13 7 re éxyvows . . . Kal 9 pifis bd Tod 
mvevpatos @bodvTos pavepov yiverOai may safely be pronounced 
wrong. The nominatives with ¢avepdv yiverbar make a 
very extraordinary construction, and d¢avepdv with an 
infinitive instead of dr or as is extremely rare, though 
perhaps not quite unknown ; see p. 88 and cf. on 32. 13 
below. Are we to read gavepov ori yiverar? The termina- 
tions rac and ofa. sometimes get interchanged. So in 
1. 9. 2 yiveoOar is a v.l. (wrong) for yiverau. 


In 14 I suggest eioi <d€é> for ofo, reading 616 cai 6 péAas 
olvos ovdevds HTTOV ToLovTOVs amepydlerary ciot Sé Kal ot 
perayxoAtKkol rrevparwdets. 

In 15 perhaps ovre...ovre for ovd€... ovd€ The 
mistake comes several times in the Problems. 


20 Something perhaps like écos & av éravetvat (or 
éxavebijvat) <oupBaivy> Thy dyav Oeppornra. ev (not pev) 
tots PdoBors, like év rats vooors in 21. 

22 Geppiis for Gepuyn? Should not kai év aire xal araby 
be xai év avrod (self-controlled) x. a.? But cf. 3. ‘17. 4, and 
the point is disputed. 

28 86 Kal of véou } Kat ot tperBdrar waGAXov drdyxovtat TO 
‘pev yap ynpas papaiver TO Oeppov, rav dé TO radOos duotkov dv 
kal avTo TO papavopevov Oeppov. 

7 is wholly out of place and should be omitted. réyv 8 
To 7aHos points to rots pév yap 7d ynpas, which is in itself 
better. I can make no sense of 76 papawodpevov and con- 
jecture 76 papatvov Oeppov 2.e. ov. In old men age, which 
is cold, papaiver ro Gepuov ; in young men 70 papaivor is 
itself hot. As the writer explains, one heat or one cold 
masters and expels another. 


33 od ba vooov <d€>. 
30. 4. 2 atry should be airy. 


30. 5. 1 ev ai’rots, not éavtois, juiv. 
ib. 2 rav dvca cannot from its position depend on 


padvora, nor can it very well depend on voids or be a 
partitive genitive with it. Read then rév dica <év>, 
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just as we have in 1 éore yap kai 6 vots tov dice. For the 
omission cf. on 26. 54; 28.6; 29. 15; 30. 8. 


In 3 dorepa must be inserted to govern trav ris xEtpos. 


In 4 kai dvaradw, os Ta Opyava mpds dAAnAa, ottw <dv> 
Ta dOpyava mpos avTd. dv Ta dpyava occurs above, and 
TO ExdoTou opyavov. 


5 runs pavOavopev b€ Oarrov vedrepor dvres Sia TO wndev TH 
> / 9 ae , > 4 4 , / , 
érictacba dotav dé ériotupeba, odKéTt Guoiws SuvayeOa. Suva- 
pea 8 ExecOa, Kabdrep Kal prvynpovevouev paddXov x.T.d. 


Here we are to read ovxéri dpoiws duvdépeba déyecOa, the- 


second duvéueba being a mere accidental repetition. 


30. 6 asks da. r/ dvOpwrw rerréov paddrov 7 GAXAw Cow ; and 
suggests as reasons that he alone can count, alone recognises 
gods, and is the most imitative (of animals). The question 
is a strange one, but from the answers it would not 
seem possible for it to mean why one man should trust 
another more than he trusts any animal. Does it not give 
reasons for man’s ascendancy over the animals, reasons 
why animals should obey man more than they obey any 
other animal? If so, rots fwos (possibly 7a fGa) must be 
added, say, after reurréov. 


30. 7.1 dpotws éoriv Hdcia kay ei... €xxev is extraordinary 
and hardly possible Greek for ‘would have given as much 
pleasure if it had...’; that is, éoriv would naturally be 
av jv. Does dpoiws then mean ‘only as much’ (épolws kav 


‘as much as’) = od paddov 7? This would be oddly 
phrased too. 


ib. 2 % ore él pév Trois rowovros (human affairs, matters of 
memory and hope) yxatpouey ws yevopevors 7 ovow, ert dé 
Tois Kata piow ws KaTa GAnOeav Oewpias Hdoviv ds Exe movyv 
Helv woveiv, Tas b€ mpdges tHv aro Tov ouUuBavovTwY aa 
QUTOV ; 

This is a tangle not to be put right with certainty, but 
something like the following may be suggested: ért pév 
TOis TOLOVTOLS XaipopEV WS yevopmevars 7) eAAOVoW (OF éxopevots), 
émi O€ Tols Kata piaw os <ovow, woTEe THV> Kat’ GAnOelas ws 
éxer Oewpiay Hdovnv povyv jyitv woeiv. The words as exe 
suggest as an alternative rots kata piow ws Exovet THY Kat’ 


ee ree ae 


he eg a ‘ ~~ a a oe 
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GAnbeias Oewpiav Hdoviv povyv jutv roveiv, but the other out- 
line of sentence seems better. 


30. 8 Several small corrections are still to be made. 
In 1 worepov <6ri> oi gore and 7 Enpdrepos <dv>. Also 
mavra or way must be added as the subject of yivera: (ei 5H 
yiverat). 2 rovet dy &« Wixovs Arrov oPdddpa is odd, but 
probably right, though yvxpod suggests itself. réAcov is 
unusual, if it means finally, or even entirely: perhaps 
wrong. Then read é« dé (not re) rovrov, and notice the 
strange wéduxev .. . dv instead of répuxery eivar. In od py 
ye TéxVN ToUTOV éoTiv: det yap BeAtiov read BeAriovos (os 
perhaps lost through ws in ore); change ovdé to ovre and 
add dv to éyivero (possibly yivorro). 


30. 10 HKurra Adyou <kai> codias Kowwvoic.t So codia 
alone in 11, and Adyou codia is odd. Cf. 29. 7 Aoywpod 
cexowovynkev. Perhaps codias would be better omitted. 


31. 2 wdelovs otoar Kwyoes Toiv dvotv yivovrat. 


ovs has been written twice over. Read zdciovs ai xw7- 
oes. 


31. 3 xarayvydpevor for Katraydtyovrar, and <4> aidds ? 


31. 16 dpa dé 7 wAciwy dis petfov. 

pacoov Or paxpdotepov dpav alone is Greek in this sense. 
Cf. p. 156. But I do not see either pdoowv or pyxiros in 
the Index. Perhaps it should be dwewov. Cf. my Aris- 
tophanes and Others, p. 233; Platonica, p. 159. 


31.17 yiverar S& da rodro Siudrep Kat. eri tov daxtiAwv: 
pypseirar yap THY OW. 

rovro Should be raird. puetrar has no subject; to give 
it one we should probably read <rd> émi. odde dvo0 should 
of course be ovre dvo. 


31. 21 dca ré 6 Kamvos Tos ObOadrpodts pGAdAov daxver; 7 re 
povor dobevéorraror. 


povor is not used thus with superlatives. On the other 
hand the word might stand very well, and is indeed needed, 
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with rois dpOadpovs. The eyes are not more stung by 
smoke than other parts ; they are the only parts stung at 
all. Further padAov and pdvoy etc. are known to get 
confused. Read therefore rods éfGadpovs povovs (or povov) 
daxve. Cf. the first words of the next problem. 


31, 25. 1 dre kat padiora péd\Awv oer Oa. 
cai seems pointless. dz’ éxet? Oedpevov just before must 
be passive, which is unusual. At the end of 2 read 


Katadaves. 


31. 28 aira «ai should apparently be xai aira. Cf. on 
10.62. He says of sight (dys) and object 7 pev paddAov 
dpa, TO d& dpwpevov ovdéev Jptrov épara. The editors have 
not found out that dpa is dpa. 


32. 1.1 Probably érixeras, like épvOpia and éye, which 
did not admit of easy change. 


32. 12 (end) 8v adrod. 


32.13 (end) 76 dé déppa Kat rHv pyvyya adeotavat Tav 
otepeav SnAov. 

djAov with accusative and infinitive is very dubious 
Greek. Read 16 5¢ <rd> dépya x.r.A., much as in 33. 1. 2 
we have 70 d€.. . elvat THs pivds Kowwviav To Tvevpove Sndot 
H avarvon Kow? otoa. padiora ovTw moet may be right, but 
padtor av BArdipeev and tpavpartif av very strongly suggest 


, > xX NA “A / 
padiort Gv ovTw Toot OF ToLotn. 


33. 7 In Aristophanes and Others, p. 300, I corrected 
Geov to Oetov. Cf. on Fragm. 28. 12. 


33. 11. 2 apds deiAns should be either xpd deAns or more 
probably zpos deiAnv (26. 33. 1). apds with a genitive is 
not used of time. 


33. 12 Omit ra before dvw, or write aire for it; aipew is 
aipew TO Tvedpa. 


33. 15. 1 as eiwety davta seems to be an unusual equiva- 
lent for other phrases used in the Aristotelian writings, 


@s ext TO TOAD eEizelv, Ss TO Tav eireivy, etc. Before xabev- 
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Sévrwv the or is unintelligible, unless something has been 
lost. We should look simply for xaGevddvrwv d¢. The pe 
in 6 pév wrappos expects a dé. 

35. 1 kat dAws 8& wrabytixdv Exacrov réduxev 7) waddov 7 
povov tx’ dAXov 7 bd’ abrod. 

It is clear that ~a@AXAov cannot be cut off from tm’ dddAov 
i atrovd by 7} povov. podvov and padrdov must exchange 
places. 


xX 
THE FRAGMENTS 


I wave included under this heading anything that is 
contained in Rose’s well-known book (Teubner, 1886). 
Sometimes the words purport to be the very words of 
Aristotle ; sometimes they are more probably a paraphrase ; 
in other cases they are only passages from other writers 


that happen to come into Rose’s volume. For convenience’. 


sake I have treated them all together in spite of this 
diversity, and for the same reason I refer to them by the 
page and line of Rose. Some of my conjectures may not 
improbably have been made before, but not to my know- 
ledge. 


25. 7. 8 8 Kai Swxpdre. <tHs> dmopias . . . tavrys épynv 
avéduxe, or else rowadtryns for tavrtys. tavrns cannot stand 
without an article. 


28. 12 imevonoav of avOpwro civai tu Oedv, To Kal? éavrd 
x.t.. Obviously Oetov. tid Oedv in 17 is another thing. 
Cf. p. 152. 


tb. 23 éwpa thv trav “EXAnvwv otpareiav ... Tots mediows 
mpoo.ovoav. This could only mean approaching the plains, 
which would be absurd to say of the Greeks before Troy, 
as they were never on the hills. Read & rots wedious 
mpolovoav. 

tb. 27 rots ir’ airov koopovpevors is just possible, but the 
passive participle points to iz’ airoi. 


35.16 <> Kepadry. 7% lost after v (H N). 


36. 27 rivos évexa Tov Koopov hOeiper 6 Oeos; 


There follow a number of future tenses, as the general 
sense requires. Read either @Oepet or tivos ever’ dv... 
pbeipor ; 
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37.13 dere xépeov EXéoOau dpeworepwv. 


mapeovtwv after dweworépwv is vital to the sense and could 
not be omitted. 


51.17 76 pev mpdrov tod cwpatos, Tovrectw 4 Wun, 
dppovia de vorepov. 

mpatrov should certainly be aporepov; and in 61. 14 
again we should probably read apdrepa: for mparar. The 
words are often confused. In 61. 21 we have however 
 ravtTwv ddeAdipworatov Tov adrY(wv. 


59. 22 Does not 7a dAAa révra 7a0yn need some infinitive 
with the general sense of produce to govern it? apa- 
oxevalw, tapéxw, topi~w is the sort of word wanted. 


61.22 Put per after rov. 


69.15 I think zpoonxey, like eivac. 


78. 10 *“ApiororéAns . . . ypdder ‘ovkodv ovde eupétpovs Tors 
Kadovpevovs Sappovos pimovs pi pomev eivat Adyous kai 
pipnoers ’; 

It is very hard to see how ovdé éupeérpovs comes into the 
sentence as it now stands. Read ovde &. <dvras>. 

Aristotle’s question implies that people existed or could 
be imagined who denied that the mimes of Sophron were 
Adyot (SudAoyor, as in the next sentence?) cal piuynoes, but 
how could this possibly be questioned ? 


92.4 ra F od A€yerar cadas, <olov> eciOis Ta Tepi Tis 
duvdpews 


ib, 24 eiyeveis yap of radar <aAova>, Kpeirrovs dé ot 
vov is what the sense requires. Cf. é« raAat tAovciwy in 17. 
tAovoror cannot be understood. 


93. 2 Read éxaoros for exacrov. doxec with accusative 
and infinitive is not possible, except when doxet = placet, 
and it would be very awkward here, even if in itself 
legitimate. Cf. p. 50. | 
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95. 7 008° of ék mpoyovwv ayabav ebyeveis mavtws, GXX’ dorots 
TvYXAVvoVvol apxnyolt Tov mpoyovwy SvTES. 

The sense is imperfect until we add at the end dya6oi, 
which can no more be understood than zAovero in 92. 24. 

A few lines below read dyads for edyevys in édv 6 raTHp 
ebyevns 7. «vyevns makes no proper sense, and is repeated 
by error from edyevets in the line before. dyafdv appears 
duly in the next sentence. 


110. 12 «f rairov ra mAeiorov aréxovta TH TA TA€ioTOV 
Stad€porta.. 

7@ with the latter words points to +6 with 7a wAciorov 
dwéyovta to correspond. The cause of the loss is obvious 
in -rdv or -ro preceding. 

120. 25 ra évavtia cvpBivar H €Bovdcvero. 

Should we not read éBovXero? The confusion is familiar. 

121.10 ta... é&ixvArar 7 dwvi) ds eri petLova or peiov. 

Can éri petfov be used for further? émi aAéov would: be 
legitimate, or, what I should guess here, éwi paiooov. Cf. p. 151. 

129. 9 ws or dru has been lost after eizwr. 


131. 24 The meaningless ra attra should be raitra or 
TOLAUTO. 

135. 10 éracye yap Kaxas ef dvOpirwv 7 Oedv dotis TodTO 
TemToinkev. 

Sense and grammar point to éreroujxer, probably written 
without the augment. So on the next page, line 9, eiwHe 
must be eiwet. 


136. 11 ivowia tus <av> éyévero is needed, unless indeed 
by an idiom sometimes found (p. 137) the writer used éyivero. 


155.3 ards again seems unmeaning and should be airds. 


176. 27 Kat da todro wep aypis av 7H Oeppa péxpt Torodoc 
Kal noiw paiverat. 

A very extraordinary use of zep. It seems to have gone 
astray from its proper place after dypis. L. and 8. give no 
instance of it with dypis, but it might well stand there. 


a 


a er 
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304. 26: 305. 2 Though fypodv (-ote6at) Aitpas does 
seem possible as a cognate construction, ypiodv is found so 
regularly with the dative that we may reasonably doubt, 
unless more accusatives are forthcoming, whether Airpais 
should not be read. But the two passages support one 
another. , 


314; 13 @xynoav xwpiov Kopaxas is quite incomplete and 
must be filled out from line 3, perhaps with the actual 
words of that passage éxet caXéoavtes TO. | 


1b. 14 rod Cwov dvadods Kai dutikod tév avOpwrwv dvTos. 


If I understand Rose’s note, durixod is his own emenda- 
tion of the MS. dvvarixod ; but it seems to make no sense 
and to give rtév avOpwrwv no construction or meaning. 
' Although the word would be rather far removed from 
dvvarixod, I am inclined to conjecture darrixod, apt to feed 
on human flesh, i.e. corpses. The changes may have been 
dartixov, datikod, SuvatiKod. 


359, 23 cuvyfovs dé Hxov axovoavres of immol, BoTEP OlKOL 
eddaoKeTo, drovecdpevor ToUs avaBatas irwpxovvTo TavTes. 


Read edidadcKxovro. What was taught was not the sound, 
-but what to do when they heard the sound. Nor, again, 
could éddacKxero well be impersonal. 

The expression used of the horses in line 13, rots zpooOiois 
@orep xEpovomodrtas dépxeioba, is not cited by Mayor on 
Juv. 5. 121, saltantem spectes et chironomunta volanti 
cultello, but looks as though taken from that. 

In 17 a particle is needed after ricredoat, 5€é or ovr. 


371. 22 duvyOevra for duvnbeis is due to ruvpavvoivra and 
should be corrected. 


372. 12 dvotxodovaow, in the sense of block, should 
probably be corrected, like dvoiuxodouetv in Ar. Peace 100, 


to azroux-. 


373. 3 The second xpvrrovra: is just a repetition by 
error of the first. The original word was probably 
e€épxovrat, Teptépxovrat, Or something similar in sense. 
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374, 3 ot maides... Suart@vrar év iwatiw O€povs Kai yxe- 
pO@vos. 


év iuatiw makes little sense. In Thue, 2. 70. 3 we read 
eEeAOeiv avrovs... Ev Evi ipariw, yuvaixas 5¢ Sy dvotv, and 
that points to the right phrase here, év or oiv évi i., the 
preposition probably being necessary. 


ib. 5 ad’ éxdorns (ayéAns) apxwv yiverat. 
As the commander would not himself be a boy, ad’ 
seems wrong. Read éd’. 


ib. 16 KaOjpevor <év> Opovois? Is not the simple dative 
too poetical ? 


375. 23 pydév would give a really better sense than 
pndéva, Which points to an arbitrary discrimination between 
this man and that rather than between classes of people. 


378. 21 There must have been some further description 
of the twa, giving some reason for offering him the 
crown. 


In 22 we should certainly read dyagoro.od. 


380. 11 rpets pvas dudevras aromAciv makes no sense, and 
probably dzoréurew will be right. In Thue. 6. 1. 1 and 
8. 23. 4 MSS. differ between the two words, zAevoavres 
being needed in the one case and zapazéu7e in the latter, 
where all MSS. but B have zapamdci. 


In the previous line ovrw seems all but indispensable 
with dirdéevor, not necessarily preceding it. 


391. 20 dudvupor, if right where it is, lacks the article ; 
but it is very oddly placed between dedidaxevar and év aore. 
It could stand before vidv, or with an article after either 
vidv OF adtod. duovypov <dvra> is also possible, but hardly 
after the verb. 


392. 7 6 MéAntos Oidirdderav Oye. 


é6yxev is no doubt a mistake for xaOjKev. TiPéevac is not 
used of bringing out plays, whereas xafiévar is a technical 
term for it. Cf. 390.3 and 16. See above on Poet. 24. 
14596 24 
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398. 19 The undesirable hiatus will be avoided if we 
read rd for 7de. Cf. evade in 399. 17 and 20. 


412.12 cvvqv aired tov péxpe TeAevTAs aitod ypovov TAHV 
6ALyov ovTa. 

The last three words make no sense: it is indeed 
impossible to translate them. zAjv dAéyou without dvra 
-would give a sense, but not the right one. What we really 
want is ypdovov <rpietn> tA 6Alyov ovra, all but three 
years. Cf. ypovov cixocaern just below. Three years are 
specified in line 19. déAiéyov cannot, I think, stand in this 
use: we need 6X/yov. 


420. 24 “ApiororéAyns yodv os padirra émiterevxévar Soxet 
Tov TUTOU eTLTTOALKOD. 


So Rose with the note ‘rod rézov Victorius pro airoi.’ 
Radermacher in his Demetrius text says, what is not quite 
the same, ‘airod del. Spengelius, in rizrov mutabat Vic- 
torius.’ rov tvmov, if right, requires another rod before 
émurtoArKov, While rod érurroArKod without rvzov (Spengel) 
seems unlikely. ov and airod etc. are certainly sometimes 
exchanged, so that as far as atrod goes there is no need to 
make a tvrov out of it. The truth may be that rod éz. 
TUmov OF xapaxTypos was the original. 


428.5 6 vots dreoti, kwpov taxpwrypiov being neither 
sense nor metre, kwidov dxpoarypiov is presumably the proper 
correction, if the words are really a verse and if xwdor is 
right. 





INDEX I. 


Spaced type indicates emendations suggested, usually of the first word 
to the second, when the supposed corruption seems due to similarity of 


letters. 


Emendations resting on other principles are not indexed here. 


Some of them may be found with the help of Index II. 


&- Suvoe- 107 

&yav ayamra@orv 109 

&yw avayw 56 87 

&dixnGv SidKkwyv 146 

atpw pépw apaipe 135 

aisbécbat, ala@nois 117 120 129 

aioxpdv ataoxtov 145 

attiov amidv 143 

alrtos with acc. and infin. 136 

ait@® amtaotre® 108 
akovalws éExovelws 

&kpws anxpitBas 4 
&akpwTthptov a&kpoaTnptorv 
159 


106 


aAnbedw 19 

arAAd — pév 39 

&AAG GAA H 39 54 71 etc. 
&@AAd &ua 66 91 

&AAos aitrés 66 107 
&AAot woaAdAol 50 91 138 
&AAos yevduevos 35 

tav tAdwy after superlative 123 
auaptia 128 

&uvhuwv ayveuwv 36 

a 107 110 111 117 136 148 

» missing 5 96 97 136 145 


151 156 
&v at 8H 41 46 107 
&v otv 144 
&v- &m- 157 


avayvwpl(w, -o1s 121 twice 
dvayopedw 102 


avaypdpw 52 102 
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‘yap bé€ 
161 


avaroyla -yos 13 32 46 64 
avarAnpwois 8 38 49 
&vouoroyotpevos 53 
&v@muarkos a&avdrAwpa 97 
&Etot ekein 147 
Gm@rAot &AAoe 122 123 
amaAas 81] 
ard tad 136 142 
apyds 36 
*Apeotayitis ‘102 
&ptios atrios 
apxal 19 55 
are wep 69 
&romos 16 
aités 18 41 89 twice 
abrdés &AAos 107 
aités otros 6 abtéds 
TotovTtos often 
abvtés oftw 12) 
avrédv réyv ete, 
avtav, Tad 14 
apels BREET? 
éxpis 156 


138 


121 159 
136 


Blaos 1 


BaAérw 69 
BobaAnpma 
BovrAopmat 
BovaAn, 


tive 


“Ae¥ ee }96 156 
-Acevouat 
BovAetouat with geni- 


yip yap tv 77 
7 15 etc. 
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ye 24 48 52 82 91 113 
yevdmevos vyitv- etc, 24 49 
74 111 118 


yy €pdmevos mpidpmevos 
123 

yewpyds yewpyikes 95 

yewpy@ 


yivéomevos Aevydpmevos 119 
yvoun pyhen 

yvoun ocuyyvepn 20 
yuwpt{w Babl¢w 137 


Sdkpvov BSaxpverv 135 
dé ve 105 

dé 5 8 37 39 ete. 

Se ZxecOar SéxecOar 150 
Set Gel 94 

Set tivd Tivos 86 

mpos delAns 152 

deters A€~Ets 112 

déov 23 


57Aov with ace. and infin. 152. 


5° 8h 96 

iid 6 12 67 74 79 84 93 96 
111 121 148 

d:a Alav 64 

Bidneemar 95 

diaddw 108 

Td Bia tl, Td SidtTt 28S 

Sldmmue Exbliwut 33 

dihynots = 126 

Sixadfw KablCw 101 

diva 29 

Soxet with acc. and infin. 50 
155 

Spaua, Spay 115 118 

5p@ Spe 152 

divaus 61 

duvard 118 

Suvvatixds Samtixds 157 

Suvo- ev- 107 140 


9 
sed. Sew 23120-8767 72: 91 


ei@ €vOev? 145 
eixds 117 
elxkw &pxw 72 


eivat = doxetv elvar 24 


elvar ftévar 112 


. eiotwy éviavtés 102 


eiaopéeper Bar 
147 
éexagrTros Exdtepos 53 
€xdoois +139 

exnanoidtw 102 

Exdvres etddres 105 
éxaintrw 6 

éAc@oiv e@@otv 107 
éAml€w with aorist infin. 109 
éuds 73 

év avrots éauvtots 4 149 
év avrg 149 

év évi 158 

év ois 6 12 116 

évavtlos 99 

évapyns 37 125 

etaywyh 15 

ai gers Siardéters 63 
én év 50 

ért éort 63 

émi ér.i 149 

émeicjs 118 

erm:Ouula evdetia 134 
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